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Executive Summary
The Heart of  the Rockies Initiative, working on behalf  of  the land trusts in Montana and in 
cooperation with Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks was awarded a grant from the Wildlife 
Conservation Society’s Wildlife Opportunities Fund, funded by the Doris Duke Charitable 
Foundation, to develop a coordinated delivery mechanism for the habitat conservation and 
restoration components of  Montana’s Comprehensive Fish and Wildlife Conservation Strategy 
(CFWCS). This project proposed to build upon the CFWCS by reaching out and involving the 
individuals who administer key local, state, federal and nonprofit programs. The intent is to (1) 
better leverage those programs to achieve the habitat goals of  the CFWCS; (2) identify unmet 
needs and opportunities for new programs and funding sources; and, (3) lay the groundwork for 
coalitions and individual organizations that will advocate for new programs and funding in the 
public policy arena. The project report summarizes conversations with 112 people, representing 
88 different conservation programs administered by state, federal and tribal governments and 
non-governmental organizations. 

A new approach to natural resource conservation has emerged in Montana. The new model 
reflects a transition from individual species management toward concern for species groups 
and conservation and restoration of  habitats necessary to support those groups; a greater 
emphasis on sustaining the communities of  people who depend on working landscapes as well 
as sustaining ecological systems; conservation as a result of  local initiatives and partnerships; 
a more strategic approach, based on species and habitat objectives, in response to long term 
threats to conservation; and, a transition from conflict to a recognition that success requires 
cooperation.

Conservation partnerships already are happening in Montana and much of  it has occurred 
without specific direction from either CFWCS or, in many instances, government. Examples 
include The Blackfoot Challenge; the work of  several watershed groups, generally; the Montana 
Wetlands Legacy; the Joint Ventures; fish and wildlife mitigation, pursuant to the Columbia 
River Fish and Wildlife Program; the work of  the various land trusts; and, the USFWS Partners 
with Fish and Wildlife program. There are opportunities to learn from these programs and 
opportunities to build upon these successes. Generally, successful local groups formed around 
inspired leadership, formed around the common ground and engaged all of  the relevant players, 
including integration of  landowners.

Generally, the CFWCS goals and objectives overlap with the conservation goals and objectives 
of  other state and federal agencies and with Montana-based NGO’s. This is not necessarily a 
blanket endorsement of  CFWCS. But, there is general recognition that CFWCS is a good start 
to defining a shared conservation vision for Montana. Components of  that shared vision include 
the understanding that:

•	 Montana is a special place and we have a responsibility to conserve it.

•	 	Sustainable communities and sustainable ecosystems are interdependent. Working landscapes 
are important to our culture and important to maintaining open space.

•	 	Implementation should be community based, with an emphasis on getting work done on the 
ground.

•	 	To be successful, conservation will require people with multiple interests working together to 
achieve shared objectives.

•	 Effective communication must enfranchise people at the community level.
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•  The conversation about conservation in Montana must move from a debate to a dialogue. 

•  There is a need for state level leadership. Effective leadership must be facilitative and 
supportive of  local initiative. It cannot be directive.

•  Many Montana landscapes are intact. Protection of  intact landscapes is less expensive than 
restoration.

•  Lack of  adequate funding is an important obstacle to achieving the CFWCS objectives 
through conservation partnerships.

There are several challenges to achieving the goals and objectives defined by the CFWCS. 
Land uses and land values in Montana are changing as traditional working landscapes are 
converted to subdivisions. These changes often are occurring without sufficient forethought 
and in an environment that resists land use planning and regulation. There also is potential 
for land use that might conflict with traditional Montana values. Water is a critical issue and 
there are concerns related to stream degradation; dewatering; non-point source pollution; 
and, the proximity of  development to streams. There is potential for conflict between energy 
development and the habitat requirements of  sensitive species. All of  these threats are occurring 
when there is broader concern for the consequences of  climate change. 

CFWCS offers an approach to think strategically in response to threats to conservation and to 
prioritize protection of  important habitats. However, there is general agreement that inadequate 
funding is a challenge to achieving the goals and objectives outlined by CFWCS.

Effective communication is essential to developing a shared conservation vision and to the 
formation of  functional conservation collaborations.

This project identified several obstacles to conservation partnerships. However, the project 
also demonstrated that there is general agreement about the factors that are essential to make 
conservation partnerships successful. Specific factors include:

• A Statewide conservation vision that embraces local priorities and initiatives:

•  A conservation vision developed around principles of  sustainability; the integration of  
ecological integrity, economic feasibility and social acceptance; and the interdependence of  
sustainable ecosystems and sustainable communities that depend on those ecosystems.

• A multi-disciplinary approach

• Leadership that is perceived as objective, reliable and committed;

• An identified champion for CFWCS, a person who is determined to get conservation done;

•  Visible support for CFWCS from the Governor’s office and the Natural Resources Sub-
cabinet;

•  Alignment within FWP and a commitment to integrate CFWCS into all department 
programs; 

• Allocation of  FWP staff  time according to priorities defined by CFWCS;

•  Shared vision among FWP, DNRC and DEQ and a commitment to landscape level 
conservation;

• FWP fully engaged with the partners and SWG fully integrated with the partner’s programs;
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•  Effective integration of  CFWCS into federal land management planning; models of  agencies 
using CFWCS and using CFWCS for the right reason;

• Frequent and thorough communication among the partners;

• A better understanding of  the respective strengths of  the partners;

• Inclusiveness; and,

• A broad base of  public support for landscape level conservation, including local buy in.

A workshop, attended by approximately 142 individuals, was held on November 1 to review 
and provide collective feedback on the draft situation assessment; define and explore “gaps” 
as evidenced by the draft situation assessment; and, provide topical input on “next steps”. The 
results of  the workshop tend to validate the conservation direction defined by the CFWCS and 
the situation assessment. But, it also was noted that the CFWCS and the situation assessment 
only define a place to begin. To achieve the objectives defined by CFWCS, the attendees 
identified 1) the need for more leadership, preferably from a statewide steering committee; 2) 
the need for a communication strategy to provide timely and relevant implementation; 3) the 
need for leadership that empowers groups that work locally; 4) the need for an approach to 
conservation that functions inclusively; and, 5) the need for a conservation program that is 
focused on producing measurable conservation results. 

The report identifies gaps between what is required to achieve the goals defined by CFWCS and 
current resources that might be used for that purpose. The report identifies potential actions 
to implement a coordinated delivery mechanism for the habitat components of  Montana’s 
CFWCS, as suggested by persons who participated in interviews. The report also summarizes 
those programs as potential partners in the achievement of  goals and objectives defined by the 
CFWCS.

Photo Courtesy of Carl Heilman
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Introduction
Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks developed the Comprehensive Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Strategy (CFWCS) pursuant to the State Wildlife Grant Program (SWG), which was established 
through a federal appropriation 2001 to implement some of  the provisions of  the Fish and 
Wildlife Conservation Act of  1980. The Association of  Fish and Wildlife Agencies have 
described State Wildlife Grants as “our nation’s core program for preventing wildlife from 
becoming endangered”.

Montana’s CFWCS identified over 53 million acres of  land and 2,415 miles of  rivers and streams 
as focus areas of  conservation need. The focus areas represent those habitats in greatest need 
of  conservation. If  Montana is to be successful in conserving, enhancing and restoring the 
terrestrial and aquatic habitats within these focus areas, then the programs of  local, state and 
federal agencies and nonprofit organizations must be enlisted in achieving the goals of  the 
CFWCS. In order for the CFWCS to achieve its potential, the CFWCS must provide a vision 
and organizing context for local, other state, federal and non-profit habitat conservation and 
restoration efforts that deliver on-the-ground results in Montana.

The Wildlife Conservation Society established a Wildlife Action Opportunities Fund through a 
grant received from the Doris Duke Charitable Foundation. The Wildlife Action Opportunities 
Fund provides competitive grants to conservation organizations that are focused on 
implementing priority actions and strategies identified in State Wildlife Action Plans. The Heart 
of  the Rockies Initiative, working on behalf  of  the land trusts in Montana and in cooperation 
with Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks was awarded a grant from this fund to develop a 
coordinated delivery mechanism for the habitat components of  Montana’s CFWCS.

State and Federal agencies, landowners and non-profit organizations have come to realize 
the importance of  forming partnerships for the purpose of  achieving shared conservation 
objectives and several successful local efforts now are functioning in Montana. This project 
provided an opportunity to inventory existing local, state, federal and non-profit programs that 
can contribute to the habitat conservation and restoration needs identified in the CFWCS; to 
learn from many of  those programs; to make more people aware of  CFWCS; to work toward 
establishing a shared agenda for increasing the capacity of  Montana to deliver the habitat 
conservation and restoration components of  the CFWCS; and, to identify additional programs 
and funding that are needed to address unmet needs, and identify actions needed to establish 
those programs.

Methodology
This project proposed to build upon the CFWCS by reaching out and involving the individuals 
who administer key local, state, federal and nonprofit programs. The intent is to (1) better 
leverage those programs to achieve the habitat goals of  the CFWCS; (2) identify unmet needs 
and opportunities for new programs and funding sources; and, (3) lay the groundwork for 
coalitions and individual organizations that will advocate for new programs and funding in the 
public policy arena.

Our approach was an exercise in learning from the potential partners. We met with 112 
key individuals, representing 88 different programs, managed by state, federal and private 
organizations, to learn from them information about their current programs and projects; to 
hear their perspectives about their program objectives relative to the objectives in the CFWCS 
and corresponding opportunities for partnerships; to identify potential opportunities for 
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advancing new partnerships; and, to discover key factors in achieving conservation through 
partnerships. A list of  people with whom we met is presented in Appendix A.

In selecting people with whom to meet, we strived to identify the more prominent conservation 
programs in Montana. We also understood the importance of  reflecting on the diversity of  
conservation and restoration activity that currently occurs in Montana. Although we talked with 
many people, we know that we were not able to speak with everyone who might have shared 
good ideas. We did not intentionally exclude anyone. We are grateful to everyone who made the 
effort to share their perspectives with us.

We prepared a draft report that compiled the wisdom of  those who met with us. The draft 
report and an excerpt of  the recommendations included served as the focus for a one day 
workshop, held in Helena on November 1. The report that follows is a revision of  the draft, 
based on the input received during the workshop. We assume that the participants were candid 
and that they honestly communicated their perceptions regarding conservation in Montana. 
Except for references to specific programs, the information is presented without attribution. 
Quotations are statements from the conversations. This report is not an exhaustive study, nor an 
end in itself. Rather, it is a place to continue a dialogue about advancing a shared conservation 
vision for Montana.

Description of the Current Situation

The New Conservation Model for Montana

It is apparent from the conversations that Montana is on the cusp of  a significant change 
in its approach to natural resource conservation. The conservation model that has emerged 
reflects a transition from individual species management toward concern for species groups 
and conservation and restoration of  habitats necessary to support those groups; a transition 
from using hunted and fished species as surrogates for sensitive species to using sensitive native 
species as the surrogates for other species, including hunted and fished species; a transition 
from an emphasis on sustaining populations to support hunting and angling toward sustaining 

Photo Courtesy of Carl Heilman
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ecological systems/landscapes and sustaining the communities that depend on those landscapes; 
a transition from agency directed/agency led conservation toward local initiatives and 
partnerships; a transition from agency identity to project and community identity; a transition 
from a focus on responding to current crises, wherever they occur, to a more strategic approach, 
based on species and habitat objectives, in response to long term threats to conservation; and, a 
transition from conflict to a recognition that success requires cooperation.

CFWCS Development and Implementation
FWP developed the CFWCS in compliance with the following criteria, as defined by federal 
regulation: 1) Identify species in greatest need of  conservation; 2) Identify essential habitats 
in greatest need of  conservation; 3) Identify major problems impacting essential habitats; 4) 
Identify the actions necessary to conserve habitats and species in greatest need of  conservation; 
5) Identify the provisions for a monitoring program; 6) Identify a cycle for review of  the 
strategy; 7) Develop a plan to identify potential partners and figure a program for coordination; 
and, 8) Document public involvement. The CFWCS was reviewed by a 13 member National 
Advisory Acceptance Team and approved by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in January 2006.

In developing the CFWCS, FWP evaluated 636 vertebrate species and 170 habitats. The 
document identifies 60 species in greatest need of  conservation, including 1 mussel, 3 
amphibians, 5 reptiles, 36 birds and15 mammals. The CFWCS identified 30 habitats in the 
greatest need of  conservation. These are the species and habitats that must be conserved to 
prevent further declines; to maintain Montana’s rich fish and wildlife heritage; and, to help 
prevent future listings under the Federal Endangered Species Act.

Montana FWP recognizes this need, and has taken a very significant step towards engaging 
partners in the implementation of  the CFWCS by designating a significant portion of  its 
SWG funding (approximately $1 million/year) for the next five years as matching funding for 
cooperative habitat conservation projects. The department is also committed to integrating 
funding from the Habitat Montana program (approximately $5 million/year) and Future 
Fisheries Program (approximately $1 million/year) into implementation of  the CFWCS through 
cooperative habitat conservation projects. As one person observed, “FWP deserves a lot of  
credit for making the effort to include lots of  people in the effort to develop CFWCS at the 
outset and for keeping them involved in the process.”

To implement the CFWCS, FWP completed a five-year Action Plan in August, 2006. The 
Action Plan includes a schedule for receiving project proposals and criteria for reviewing project 
applications. FWP recruited a multi-interest Core Team to work with the Department’s internal 
SWG Steering Committee to review applications and recommend projects to the Director for 
approval.

“CFWCS is not just about money. It is a different way of  doing business among the natural 
resource management agencies and NGO’s that also participate in conservation efforts.”

Partner Perceptions of CFWCS

People have various perspectives about the nature and purpose of  the CFWCS and they have 
engaged CFWCS at differing levels. CFWCS is well understood by those who participated in its 
development. Beyond that group, there is variable awareness of  the document and its scope and 
intent. Although not its primary purpose, this project did provide an opportunity to introduce 
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CFWCS to a broader audience.

At one level, there are some people who either were not aware of  CFWCS or had only a vague 
awareness of  the document. In some cases, this resulted because we looked broadly and included 
people who had no involvement in the development of  CFWCS. In a few cases, there are people 
who are involved in projects that include SWG funding but did not realize the relationship 
between CFWCS and SWG. Some people do not understand CFWCS and are intimidated by it. 
“What is FWP going to do to me as a consequence of  CFWCS and ESA?”

Some people, including some who assisted in the development of  CFCWS, think of  CFWCS 
as the current version of  the non-game program. They tend to think about it primarily as the 
framework for justifying and prioritizing projects for SWG funding, with a primary focus on 
projects intended to keep at risk species from being listed pursuant to the Endangered Species 
Act.

Some people think about CFWCS as the framework for comprehensive conservation. At a 
minimum, they think CFWCS should be the foundation for most FWP programs. “SWG 
provides for a more rounded approach to fish and wildlife management. FWP is bought into 
a broader conservation agenda.” One FWP employee suggested that “SWG has brought the 
game and non-game programs together.” “CFWCS should not be a SWG silo. Rather, it should 
be a driver for all FWP programs and a driver for other state agency programs that overlap 
with fish and wildlife.” “CFWCS should be institutional in FWP’s thinking.” “Native species are 
surrogates for a lot of  other species.” While people support the idea of  a more comprehensive 
approach to conservation, some people within FWP’s traditional constituency are concerned that 
game animals and game birds might get lost from the program during implementation. “CFWCS 
should not polarize the wildlife community.”

More broadly, some people think CFWCS, or a similar planning document, should be Montana’s 
vision for conservation. “CFWCS is not just FWP’s document.” “CFWCS provides an 
opportunity to focus all of  the programs on conserving and restoring the best of  what Montana 
has.” As such, they tend to view the CFWCS as the basis for the programs of  other state and 
federal agencies whose mandates include responsibilities for fish and wildlife conservation. 
This perspective includes the idea that CFWCS ought to be the impetus for public/private 
conservation partnerships. As one participant noted, “If  the emphasis is on native species, there 
are huge opportunities for partnerships.” CFWCS provides the direction. “The partners can 
bring conservation capacity – funding, political support and education – that helps the state 
achieve what otherwise might be beyond FWP’s capacity.” 

One person noted that “conservation is consistent with Tribal culture.” Tribes feel a 
responsibility to “care for the grandchildren” and to “look out for the seventh generation”. 
Tribal governments manage 8 million acres on the seven reservations in Montana. Tribal 
participation in the successful implementation of  the CFWCS is essential.

Irrespective of  the level at which people have engaged CFWCS, most see value in the document 
or a similar planning tool. One participant suggested that “CFWCS could be used as a filter. It 
could be the framework for defining partnerships; the framework for identifying those places 
where partnerships can be most effective; and, the framework for sorting out competing 
interests.” At the same time, one person cautioned that “CFWCS provides information that 
people can use in making decisions. It is not the decision document for local groups.” 

There is a measure of  expectation that CFWCS could make a real difference in promoting 
conservation in Montana. “It is thrilling to see FWP interested in doing follow up for the 
purpose of  implementing the CFWCS.” “CFWCS opens the gate for FWP to be more 
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comprehensive, including doing more work with non-game. FWP has an opportunity to learn 
from its partners, who already are doing this kind of  conservation.” At the same time, however, 
there is a measure of  skepticism regarding FWP’s commitment to CFWCS as a planning tool for 
anything other than SWG. There is uncertainty whether FWP is committed to a corresponding 
transition from a traditional focus on species management, especially management of  game 
species, to a greater emphasis on comprehensive conservation. There also is uncertainty 
regarding the level of  political support in Montana state government, at the cabinet level and in 
the Governor’s office.

The people with whom we met all have responsibilities for conservation. Most of  the partners 
have completed some level of  planning including the definition of  objectives, priorities and 
strategies to achieve the purposes for their programs. However, there is not a single plan that 

Photo Courtesy of CFWCS

embraces all of  the plans and/or to which all of  the plans respond. CFWCS could provide that 
function – but it does not yet serve that purpose.

On-the-ground conservation partnerships, consistent with the goals of  CFWCS, already are 
happening in Montana and much of  it has occurred without specific direction from CFWCS. 
As one person said, “Something is working for conservation because lots of  people are pulling 
in more or less the same direction, even if  they aren’t doing it together.” Examples include The 
Blackfoot Challenge; the work of  several watershed groups, generally; the Montana Wetlands 
Legacy; the Joint Ventures; fish and wildlife mitigation, pursuant to the Columbia River Fish and 
Wildlife Program; hydropower re-licensing agreements; the work of  the various land trusts; and, 
the USFWS Partners with Fish and Wildlife program. Several of  the local partnerships formed 
at the initiative of  the participants. Several people noted that there are opportunities to build on 
these successes. Although these programs may be supported at the state/national level, they are 
not coordinated under a shared vision. Although many of  these successes may not have been 
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coordinated under direction from CFWCS, one person noted that “SWG has provided resources 
that facilitate the agencies working together toward common goals.” One person also cautioned 
that “FWP is not recognized as the leader for many of  the people who currently are doing 
conservation work in Montana.”

CFWCS provides an opportunity to focus all of  the programs on conserving and restoring 
the best of  what Montana has. Several people noted that CFWCS needs more detail to guide 
implementation. The plan also needs a monitoring component. 

While CFWCS identifies priorities defined by FWP, it may not adequately reflect the priorities 
of  all of  the partners. “CFWCS feels like an internal document. It is not responsive enough 
to the priorities of  some of  the other programs.” Some people are concerned that CFWCS 
does not put enough emphasis on riparian and wetland habitats. Some noted that CFWCS 
uses classifications that differ from classifications used by some of  the partners. “Some of  the 
specifics conflict because the focus area definitions were not responsive enough to the way that 
other groups think about ecosystems and habitats, e.g. the ecotypes are representative but not 
really functional systems. The ecotypes should step down a level to really focus on the areas 
of  concern within the ecotypes.” Others suggested that CFWCS would be more useful if  the 
focus areas included more detail. “Some of  the focus areas include critical habitats that were 
obscured by the grouping of  types (fens, wet meadows and small potholes).” “CFWCS is a good 
idea. It provides a template for future work. However, the fill-in-the blank stuff  still needs to 
happen.” Some suggested that CFWCS could have put more emphasis on riparian and wetlands 
because water is critical to everything else. Some suggested that “CFWCS has a high prevalence 
of  peripheral species and species with limited potential for conservation”. One person 
indicated that CFWCS is too general and does not put enough emphasis on non-game birds. 
Another person noted that there are some important species that also have high potential for 
conservation that aren’t referenced, e.g. the lark bunting. “Some species are listed as Tier 1, but 
their habitats are not designated as Tier 1.” “There is potential for spending too much money 
on obscure species rather than spending money more strategically.” Conservation of  ponderosa 
pine on private forest lands is a priority for bird conservation in western Montana. This was 
not adequately referenced in the CFWCS. The document should have included the Columbian 
sharp-tailed grouse. It is a sensitive species and also has cultural significance for CS&KT. Some 
people noted that “CFWCS tends to emphasize the negative impacts of  commercial land uses. 
Timber and range management can and should be part of  the solution and not always criticized 
as part of  the problem.” “The plan is good as far as it goes, but the plan could become a 
barrier if  FWP is resistant to improvements that are responsive to the inherent differences in 
methodology and characterizations that other programs might use in working with ecosystems.” 
Although these criticisms were expressed, several people noted that these issues could be 
resolved in the transition to implementation.

USFS noted that the agency has adopted a policy of  incorporating state action plans in the 
forest planning process. The agency has transitioned to doing projects based on landscape level 
analysis and resource integration. This transition includes the philosophy of  doing the “right 
work at the right place, at the right time for the right reasons”. The agency understands that 
CFWCS provides a consistent framework incorporating that philosophy in forest and project 
level planning. BLM indicated that the next revisions to its Resource Management Plans will 
consider the CFWCS. BLM also has begun to use CFWCS to set priorities for implementation 
of  the Resource Management Plans, as a source of  information for NEPA analyses and to guide 
the development of  wildlife stipulations for permits. NRCS used CFWCS when it updated its 
Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program. NRCS also noted that they could use CFWCS to make 
decisions regarding allocation of  funds from other programs defined by the Farm Bill.
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CFWCS could provide a framework for responding to emerging issues. Several partners noted 
the relevance of  CFWCS to environmental reviews pursuant to the Montana and the National 
Environmental Policy Acts. They also noted its relevance to local land use planning.

CFWCS needs a higher profile. “The plan can’t go on the shelf. FWP needs to own CFWCS.” 
Unless the FWP Director and the Governor communicate the importance of  the document 
and FWP consistently uses it in making decisions, it will be difficult for others to take CFWCS 
seriously.

One person suggested that this project “is a positive sign that Montana is stepping out.”

Points of Agreement

People recognized that the CFWCS goals and objectives overlap with the conservation goals and 
objectives of  every state and federal agency with conservation responsibilities in Montana and 
with every Montana-based NGO with a conservation purpose. “It is pretty hard to disagree with 
conservation of  wildlife habitat.” This is not necessarily a blanket endorsement of  CFWCS. But, 
there is general recognition that CFWCS is a good start to defining a shared conservation vision 
for Montana.

Several similar ideas were expressed by many of  the people with whom we met. Although not 
everyone expressed these ideas, it is noteworthy that no one contradicted these ideas. Therefore, 
these ideas are offered as additional perspective to a shared conservation vision for Montana:

• Montana is a special place. We have a responsibility to conserve it.

•  Sustainable communities and sustainable ecosystems are interdependent. Therefore, 
conservation of  the communities and conservation of  working landscapes are integral with 
ecological conservation. Working landscapes are important to our culture and important to 
maintaining open space.

•  Implementation should be community based, with an emphasis on getting work done on the 
ground.

•  To be successful, conservation will require people with multiple interests working together to 
achieve shared objectives.

•  Effective communication must enfranchise people at the community level. The conservation 
programs must be responsive to priorities that have been identified at the local level. 
Approaches to conservation must respect the unique personality of  individual communities.

•  The conversation about conservation in Montana must move from a debate to a dialogue. 
There are real issues that separate people and those cannot be ignored.  Resolving those 
issues requires dialogue.

•  There is a need for state level leadership. Effective leadership must be facilitative and 
supportive of  local initiative; it cannot be directive.

•  Many Montana landscapes are intact. Protection of  intact landscapes is less expensive 
than restoration. Therefore, conservation in Montana is cost-effective compared with 
conservation in other states. One participant also noted that restoration is easier in Montana 
than elsewhere because habitats are not as degraded. In degraded riparian habitats it may be 
necessary to restore vegetation and hydrology. But, the natural topography is still functionally 
intact.
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•  Lack of  adequate funding is an important obstacle to achieving the CFWCS objectives 
through conservation partnerships.

Partnerships

There are many competent people committed to conservation and doing good work, within their 
respective mandates. However, much of  the conservation work is occurring within the broader 
context of  a history of  conflict between and among agencies and organizations.

People understand the value of  partnership and want it to happen. “Additional resources can 
be developed, if  blended projects can be constructed to serve the shared interests of  multiple 
programs.” “That notion of  cooperation is out there. People understand that we have to 
cooperate to get conservation done.” Partnerships also bring shared expertise and a multi-
disciplinary approach to complex conservation projects. At the same time, people are looking 
to FWP to be the catalyst to make partnerships happen. “FWP needs to appreciate that there 
are a lot of  people who want to help with conservation and who want to do so in coordination 
with FWP.” Those partners with the capacity to implement conservation by themselves may not 
wait for FWP. “People are doing conservation work in Montana and could do it with or without 
FWP. FWP needs to be engaged.”

“Complex projects have to be structured so that all of  the partners feel as though they are being 
faithful to their own objectives.” People understand that the task of  comprehensive conservation 
is larger than the mandate of  any one agency or organization. They also understand that success 
necessarily will require cooperation in projects that are supported with two or more sponsors 
and funding sources. People understand that cooperative projects must develop around shared 
objectives. However, the predominant attitude among many still tends to give primacy to the 
objectives of  the individual programs rather than defining shared objectives first and then 
working from shared objectives back to the individual programs. 

People understand that cooperative conservation projects can be done but complex projects 
are just that – complex. “Complex projects can be done but we have to know going in that 
it won’t be easy; that it will take time; and, that we have to respect one another’s mission.” 
Different programs and funding sources have different requirements. A single project may 
require identification of  distinct components with each component attributable to a specific 
program and funding source. Complex projects are not easy and they take time to pull together.  
The projects also can be frustrating, especially for partners who are unfamiliar with the process, 
anxious to begin work on the ground, or uncomfortable with restrictions associated with 
funding sources. 

“Partners are people who share interests in a conservation outcome; each with a discrete role 
in accomplishing that outcome. Partnerships serve all of  the interests.” “There is a difference 
between friends and partners. Friends want you to do projects; partners bring resources to the 
table and want to work together.” 

Participants understood that a partnership approach represents a fundamental change in 
Montana’s approach to natural resource conservation. “Partnerships are a collection of  people 
who want to give something to the relationship. We all have to give a little so that we can all 
get more because we are doing something together.” “We can’t afford to keep fighting among 
ourselves.” “We need to fine tune partnerships in adverse environments.”

Successful local efforts have developed plans that reflect the shared objectives of  all of  the 
partners and those plans are the basis for defining local priorities, schedules and responsibilities. 
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The participants are able to find themselves as partners in the shared vision, without 
compromising their individual identities or the identities of  the agencies whom they represent. 
Participants understand their respective roles and they follow through on their commitments.

Participants noted that it is important to focus on the common issues that bring people together. 
They noted that success begins with small projects for which it is easy to build agreement. In 
many communities, noxious weed projects could serve this purpose. Participants noted that, 
as they did smaller projects together, communications improved, relationships matured and, 
gradually, doors opened that allowed them to begin to address more complex conservation 
issues. And, as one person observed, “SWG programs have allowed us to interact with other 
agencies and pull together in the same direction.”

Natural resource management in Montana has a long history of  confrontation among the 
various interest groups, among agencies and between environmental groups and ranchers. 
Disagreement regarding recreational access is a specific unresolved dispute that several people 
noted as a hindrance to formation of  partnerships. Participants emphasized the importance of  
focusing on the common issues and stepping back from the issues which will take more time to 
resolve. 

Money is not the only answer. In-kind contributions are important. Not only does it offset the 
need for more money but it also brings landowners into the project and, by working with it, they 
become committed to it. Participants noted that it is important to “value partners for what they 
are able to bring to the table.” Do not criticize them for what they don’t bring to the table.

Participants indicated that partnerships must be something more than just informing and 
involving the interested parties. “Everybody has to be at the table and sitting in chairs of  the 
same height.” Partnerships are something more that just having all of  the appropriate people 
at the table. People must be engaged. “There must be the expectation that people at the table 
have to be awake and ready to do their part.” And, in doing their part, the participants must 
be working for the benefit of  the partnership “We have to have honest partners on all sides.” 
Partnerships are not about trade-offs. Rather, “We should focus on projects that everybody can 
buy into and from which everyone achieves something by working on the ground together.” 
Effective partnerships are also as much about the people as they are about the work of  
conservation. “Good relationships are important to good results.”

One person noted that resilience is one of  the potential strengths of  partnerships among people 
with diverse interests. “Get partners onto the same page to the point that the partners cover each 
others’ backs because these are the partnerships that get stronger in the middle of  adversity.”

Participants in the workshop stressed the importance of  inclusiveness. Successful partnerships 
require recognition of  and effective participation by all the relevant stakeholders. Greater effort 
should be made to include legislators, local governments, land owners and Tribal governments.

Lessons Learned from Local Working Groups

Much of  the conservation work, consistent with the strategies identified in the CFWCS, that 
currently is occurring in Montana has been implemented through the efforts of  watershed 
committees. Generally, the groups came together around a locally identified problem. Residents 
may not have agreed on the solution, but they agreed that there was a problem. The problem 
usually was recognized because there was a pending crisis, e.g. the threat of  litigation or the 
threat of  agency regulatory action. Successful groups had external support and start up financing 
for organization; facilitation to assist with the development of  operation agreements; technical 



22  |  A Situation Assessment

expertise; funding for projects to address issues related to the shared problem; and, an agency 
attitude that was supportive without being directive. Priorities and projects were generated from 
the ground up.

Local groups formed around inspired leadership. The leadership often came from people who 
were not functioning in designated leadership positions. Usually, the “leader’ was a resident 
landowner who was respected by other members in the community. Sometimes leadership 
came from the agency representatives – staff  who were willing and empowered to serve the 
partnership. 

Local groups formed around the common ground, i.e. interests and values shared among 
participants who have serious disagreements about some issues. Rather than trying to solve the 
wedge issues, the “participants focused their efforts on establishing effective communication” 
and built trust by working on those issues about which they could agree. It often takes time, 
relative to opportune situations and inspired leadership for the partnerships to come together. 
Local working groups represent a change in attitude. But, no one wants to change first. “We 
all have to change together.” Partnerships cannot be forced. Trust is essential and “trust takes 
time and a lot of  patience to build.” But, once relationships form, “cooperative projects can 
open other doors. One successful connection leads to another and pretty soon you have a 
cooperator.”

Successful local groups engaged all of  the relevant players. All partners were involved in 
the planning process; participated in the definition of  shared priorities; helped to write the 
grants; shared in decisions about project expenditures; participated in program outreach to the 
community; and, understood how these activities supported the shared objectives of  the group’s 
action plan. Priorities were established in a way that enfranchised the people who would be 
affected by the decision. Decisions made sense to the people in the local community and the 
politics were taken out of  the decision making process.

Participants noted that landowners are integral to successful local working groups. They have 
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to feel as though their perspective is heard and respected. The right agency people also have 
to be involved and they have to respect the opinions of  the landowners and spend the time to 
nurture relationships with individual landowners. “Everything happens at the kitchen table.” It is 
important to be patient and deal with issues that are important to the landowner

Participants noted that some lessons are transferable from one community to another. 
However, several people cautioned that each of  the groups is somewhat unique, defined by the 
personalities of  the local participants and the character of  the community. 

Participants also noted that watershed groups have difficulty in thinking strategically. Sometimes 
the groups chased funding sources and then defined projects around the available money rather 
than first identifying their priorities and then figuring out how to get the work done. Those that 
have been the most effective have taken the time to develop a good game plan.

Local working groups are an exercise in thinking small. It is comparatively easy to build 
agreement around small projects. One person suggested than an agency sponsored BBQ at 
the end of  a community weed management day can be a significant investment in building 
relationships that lead to cooperation in more complex projects.

Local working groups can also be an exercise in thinking big. Some people expressed the opinion 
that the watershed committee approach is the model for the future of  conservation in Montana. 
The potential for achieving conservation through local working groups is wide open. If  a group 
is organized, has developed a good plan, knows what it wants to accomplish and has a structure 
designed for achievement, anything is possible.

Obstacles to Partnerships

People identified a variety of  issues that could hinder effectively achieving the CFWCS 
objectives through conservation partners. Many of  the participants referenced problems with 
attitudes. They suggested that agencies tend to impose their missions and mandates on others. 
Institutional barriers include a “go it alone” philosophy and the established histories of  not 
partnering. Many people referenced turf  issues and each of  the agencies was mentioned at least 
once. “Agencies operate in a compromise mode – they need to shift from compromise mode 
to collaborative mode.” One person mentioned problems that result from “traditions. CFWCS 
requires that we look for new ways of  doing business.”

 “Organizational cultures differ among state agencies. It is important to understand how those 
cultural differences affect how people do business and how they affect public perception.” 
“Traditional adversarial relationships are an obstacle. Agencies have to be more selective in 
picking their battles – don’t fight over everything. Fighting over the same issues everywhere 
reduces agency credibility.” 

“FWP’s culture does not value partnerships.” “CFWCS is a good idea but it will be difficult to 
implement because it is inconsistent with FWP’s agency culture.” “Within FWP, many of  the 
biologists are not familiar with the plan and there is internal resistance to CFWCS. There also is 
a resistance to using license revenue to match SWG funds.”

One person noted that, within FWP, “significant unresolved issues are whether SWG should be 
used to fund projects whose priorities are defined by other programs; whether other programs 
should be used to fund projects that primarily respond to priorities defined in the SWG process; 
and, how to meld SWG and existing programs.”

The perception of  problems with agency attitudes is not just held by people in the private sector. 
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As one agency person said, “When I started this, I thought the challenge would be working with 
landowners. But, it really is the intra-agency and interagency work that is the challenge.”

One person noted that state government, generally, has not been “private land conservation 
friendly”. He went on to suggest that it is difficult for the private partners because the state’s 
philosophy of  private land conservation changes with different administrations and turnover 
among legislators.

Participants indicated that it often is difficult for partners to navigate the state and federal agency 
bureaucracies. Participants noted that there may be some legitimate legal barriers to partnerships 
and conflicting agency regulations. “We need to find a way around conflicting regulations, i.e. 
one agency’s regulations that may not be compatible with the regulations of  another.” However, 
they also suggested that legal issues may be used as excuses for the attitudinal resistance to 
partnering. “We need to be clear when it really is the regulations and not just attitudes that are in 
conflict.” 

Administration of  SWG can be an obstacle. The program currently requires a separate 
application for federal aid for each project. Thus, there is “a lot of  administrative work for 
not a lot of  money.” It is a challenge to be able to do several small projects under a single, 
comprehensive application and to structure the matching dollars so that the match corresponds 
with the way that the SWG dollars are spent. When FWP re-grants SWG funds, FWP is 
accountable for project compliance and reporting but may not have oversight for the work of  
the third party.

Participants indicated that private landowners have difficulty working with the agencies. They 
do not understand or appreciate bureaucratic process. They may not trust the agencies. “It’s a 
government program and there is a natural resistance among some landowners to work with 
government.” Some are very reluctant to consider conservation easements. And, for those who 
participate in CRP, payments for easements might not be a financial incentive.

There is a lack of  understanding of  what it means to work in partnership. It was suggested 
that some people come to the table because they have to be at the table or because they do not 
want to be excluded. However, they may not come to the table with the intent to participate as 
a partner or to commit resources to shared priorities. Participants suggested that there is a lack 
of  regard for the legitimate needs of  others and that lack of  respect compromises trust. Some 
participants noted their own contribution to this problem. 

Several participants noted the history of  antagonistic relationships among agencies and 
organizations related to a variety of  conservation issues. “It is hard to work with people on one 
issue when you are in litigation with the same people on another issue.” Others indicated that 
it is difficult for partnerships to mature in a low trust environment. “We devote too much time 
to fighting with one another. We have to build coalitions; build a bigger middle and dampen 
the influence of  those on the extremes.” Some participants perceive litigation as an effective 
tool to achieve constructive change in policy, while other participants perceive litigation as an 
obstruction to achieving conservation on the ground.

Generally, it was noted that attitude can be an issue at all levels. However, several participants 
noted that overcoming this problem must begin with the state and federal agencies and at the 
state level.

Most of  the participants noted that the lack of  adequate funding is a significant impediment to 
achieving conservation objectives in Montana. “The conservation task is large and there are too 
few programs and too little money to get the job done.” “Too many people are operating and 
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trying to do too much with too few resources.” “For partnerships to work, all of  the partners 
have to be able to follow through. Agency budget cycles sometimes can be an obstacle.” 
Competition for limited resources also is an impediment to partnerships. State funding sources 
are inadequate to address state priorities. One person suggested that Montana is too dependant 
on federal funds and those funds come with strings attached. At times, the federal strings can be 
impediments to partnerships.

Some participants suggested that the private groups could be more effective if  they were getting 
more out of  the partnership. They noted that agencies need to better recognize the NGO’s 
for what they can do and contract with them to do that work. Some people noted that FWP 
tends to allocate SWG funds in house. “SWG is too internal and the process for approving 
grants is too secret. People are not aware of  the SWG cycle.” “It feels like there are insiders and 
outsiders in the SWG program and it is not comfortable for those who are on the outside. SWG 
feels more like another program to build the agency than a program to develop partnerships.” 
They suggested that committing a portion of  the SWG funds to grants with private partners 
would demonstrate FWP’s commitment to working in partnership and might help the private 
organizations leverage other funds. FWP noted that it is reluctant to re-grant the SWG funds 
because the agency retains accountability for expenditure of  the funds and also is responsible for 
the reporting requirements.

One person also noted that NGO relationships with agencies tend to be one way. “We are 
called to the table so that the (agency) person who called the meeting can figure out how to 
use us.” The agencies are interested in how the NGO’s can help the agencies but there is no 
reciprocation. “I don’t get the feeling that we are really sharing.”

Some people noted that there are different groups “competing to do the same projects, 
competing for the same funds, competing for recognition and competing for political support.” 
There is a lack of  knowledge about how to more effectively leverage those funds that are 
available. It was noted that the federal agencies also are in competition for the limited Land and 
Water Conservation Funds. Currently, there is no framework for thinking strategically among the 
partners regarding the allocation of  limited funds relative to shared priorities.

Some participants noted that organizational capacity is essential to effective partnerships. Some 
groups are better organized and have more staff  than others. Those with fewer staff  may not 
have the resources to search out, apply for and administer grants. One individual noted that all 
of  the land trusts are working at capacity. “There are more opportunities than the land trusts 
have capacity to complete land deals.”

Several agency employees also mentioned limitations related to capacity. Most agency employees 
have responsibilities other than just cooperative projects. “Partnerships, grant accountability, 
monitoring, selection of  contractors, technical support to others who are writing grants, 
approval of  project designs, etc. all demand staff  time.”

As with the agencies, NGO’s also tend to focus on their own programs and priorities. “People 
hold their cards close to the chest. Land trusts are in it to do the work but they also have to 
make money to remain as viable organizations. Sometimes, the two conflict.” “A challenge 
to FWP is to stimulate, inform and involve the other partners to engage beyond the level of  
organizational survival. We are all in this together and all have to be working for the shared 
objectives.”

One participant noted that jurisdictional issues in the contract language for funding agreements 
can hinder partnerships when one of  the partners is an entity within tribal government. 
Tribal sovereignty also is an important issue. “The Tribe is interested in cooperative projects 
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but cooperation includes recognition of  the Tribe’s responsibility for management on the 
reservation.” It also is important to recognize the each tribe is unique and each with different 
treaty rights.

A few people noted that cooperative projects are a challenge for the Tribes. Tribes do not 
have much money for funding projects and the amount of  potential funding for conservation 
on reservations is limited. Tribes may not have the staff  necessary to properly administer 
grants. Another person noted that it often is more difficult for the Tribes to get money for 
infrastructure than funding for projects. Tribes have “limited resources to fund base fish and 
wildlife management program and it is difficult for the Tribes to get additional resources to fund 
base operations.”

Tribal staff  also have limited authority for committing the Tribe. “Projects have to be approved 
through the Tribal Council and the Tribe does not perceive that Montana operates from the 
perspective of  a government-to-government relationship.” “It is important to keep the Tribal 
Council informed. They do not like secrets.” Another person said, “Consultation with the Tribes 
means telling the Tribes about the issue and involving the tribes in the development of  the 
decision – not just making a decision and telling the Tribes what the agencies did.” It also was 
noted that “the State only comes to the Tribe when the State wants something from the Tribe 
– not because they have something to offer the Tribe.” But, the CS&KT also noted that “The 
State/Tribal agreement has had positive spin-offs.” Improvements in state/tribal relationships 
also were mentioned by other Tribes. But, one person noted that “it works well with the Region, 
but not with Helena.”  

One person noted that, in many basins, water rights have not yet been adjudicated. The process 
for transferring water rights is time consuming and cumbersome.

Several participants noted that partnerships don’t just happen. They require time and patience. 
Agency turnover frustrates landowners. Relationships take time to build and whenever 
agencies bring in new field personnel, the new person tends to want to re-do existing plans 
and agreements that were developed with the landowner. One person noted that some of  the 
partnership agreements are long-term commitments. “How do we maintain the commitments 
when personnel and leadership change?” Another person noted that the lack of  consistent 
engagement is an obstacle. “Everyone has other jobs. It is not always easy to keep people 
engaged and to keep the energy going.”

Many participants noted the importance of  a community based approach to conservation. 
However, some participants noted that the agencies do not recognize the work that is being 
accomplished by the local groups. The agencies also do not appreciate the value of  the 
relationships that the groups have developed at the local level. It also was noted that watershed 
groups are potentially in trouble because of  reductions in some of  the traditional funding 
sources for these efforts. Moreover, some participants noted the potential for tension between 
the watershed groups and the conservation districts. The watershed approach represents a 
change from the traditional way of  accomplishing conservation at the local level. Watershed 
boundaries do not always correspond to conservation district boundaries. Moreover, watershed 
groups and conservation districts sometimes are in competition for the same funds.

Many of  the participants indicated that working with individual landowners, especially traditional 
landowners, is essential to achieving the goals of  CFWCS. But, attitudes about landowners 
can be an obstacle. “People want agriculture to be part of  the solution. But, they don’t always 
look at what it takes for agriculture to be viable.” Some landowners perceive that others in the 
conservation community perceive traditional agriculture as a problem. One person noted that 
CFWCS “presents agriculture as a threat.” But, as one person noted, “There isn’t a rancher in 
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the state who gets up in the morning and asks, ‘how can I screw things up today?’” “Landowners 
do not want to see species eliminated. But, they also do not want to be unfairly burdened for 
the responsibility to conserving sensitive species.” “Conservation is happening because people 
think it is the right thing to do. But, people don’t get recognized for it.” Another person said, 
“Most farmers and ranchers want to do the right thing. The willingness is there. But, they may 
not know what the right thing is and they many not have the resources to do the right thing.” 
Another person said, “If  we want to have conservation, we have to help the landowner get the 
job done. If  we can help the landowner do the right thing, they will often do it.”

Another person observed that “CFWCS tends to emphasize the negative impacts of  commercial 
land uses. Timber and range management can and should be part of  the solution and not always 
criticized as part of  the problem.”

One person noted that “There is a different dynamic when working with a traditional and a non-
traditional landowner. Non-traditional landowners are more comfortable working with agencies, 
but they are not connected to the local culture, they are not connected to the land and they are 
not committed to the community.”

One person noted a discomfort that land trusts are making a “profit” when they participate 
as a third party in a transaction between the landowner and the government. At the same 
time, the federal agencies noted that third parties are invaluable to completion of  many of  the 
conservation easements in Montana. Federal projects take three years to complete and, when 
the project begins, there is uncertainty whether the federal funding will be there when the deal is 
complete. Participation by a third party makes it possible for the landowner to receive payment 
prior to completion of  the project and for the third party to assume the risk. The third party 
also is able to assume the difference, if  the purchase price differs from the appraised value of  
the easement. Another person said, “Land trusts are a blessing. They are doing the work on the 
ground and they are doing a lot to generate the match for federal funds.”

A few people noted that the “hunter conservationists are important players in achieving the 
goals of  CFWCS.” The organizations with which the hunter conservations affiliate might be 
“uniquely positioned to bridge between the traditional hunter conservationist and management 
for sensitive species.” However, the organizations might have difficulty fully participating in 
partnership projects because their memberships are interested in supporting projects that 
enhance habitat for commonly hunted species. These are not sensitive species. But, much of  the 
habitat that is important for hunted species “also is important habitat for sensitive species.”

Photo Courtesy of Montana FWP
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Several people suggested that, while everyone is interested in conservation, there is not yet a 
shared vision for conservation in Montana. “We all are basically headed in the same direction, 
but we often disagree about how to get there.” One person defined success as, “Agency 
loggerheads have moved from disagreements over goals to disagreements about how to achieve 
the shared goals.” 

Threats to Landscape Conservation

Participants noted several challenges to achieving the goals and objectives defined by the 
CFWCS. And, as one person cautioned, “Don’t loose sight of  the fact that there is a lot of  work 
left to do.”

Several people mentioned concerns related to land use planning. “There is an insatiable demand 
for property in Montana. Land values are increasing at a rate of  15 to 20% per year.” These 
changes often are occurring without sufficient forethought and in an environment that resists 
land use planning and regulation. “Real estate development is occurring without adequate sub-
division regulation.” Water development in sub-divisions was mentioned as a specific issue 
related to land use planning. “Montana does not have the tools to accommodate growth with 
existing water rights.” 

Important habitats in Montana are changing from traditional working landscapes to either sub-
divisions or to properties held by wealthy, non-residents. “Montana is losing 43 acres/day of  
agricultural land to other land uses.” Subdivision of  agricultural land depletes wetlands and 
fragments important habitats. 

Concerns were expressed about the potential for changing social values that might result from 
changes in land ownership and land use. “Private land conservation is essential to the quality 
of  life in Montana.” Changes from traditional land uses might result in the loss of  working 
landscapes with corresponding effects on agriculture, forestry, hunting, fishing, and, in general, 
the Montana lifestyle. These changes could also affect opportunities for using forest and range 
management tools to achieve conservation objectives.

Several people talked about the pace of  change relative to the pace at which conservation can 
be achieved. “We can’t get out ahead of  it and it is hard to match the dollar amounts of  the 
development values.” “Habitats are degrading faster than we can protect and restore them.”

Concerns were expressed about the potential for land use changes that might be consistent with 
conservation objectives but might conflict with traditional Montana values. Some properties 
have been acquired for recreational purposes. The new owners often are interested in landscape 
conservation but may not understand Montana traditions. “There is value in keeping traditional 
landowners on the ground. There also is value in helping new landowners integrate into the 
community.”

One person talked about the potential for “conservation for profit”. This person mentioned 
the conversion of  properties to free-based recreation. He also noted venture capitalists’ interest 
in investing in properties that have potential for conservation/restoration, could attract grant 
funding for conservation projects and then re-sold for a profit. “Such projects have potential for 
mitigation banking and can contribute to a restoration economy. However, they also represent a 
shift in social values and the lack of  public access to the properties is of  concern.” This person 
recommended developing a strategy to work with, rather than against, people who are involved 
in conservation for profit. 
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Concerns were expressed about the implications of  Plum Creek’s transition from a timber 
company to a real estate investment trust. 

Several people expressed concerns about threats to water. Critical issues include stream 
degradation; dewatering; non-point source pollution; and, the proximity of  development to 
streams.

Several people expressed concerns about the consequences of  energy development on sensitive 
species and the ability to achieve objectives defined by CFWCS. Critical issues include coal bed 
methane, petroleum exploration and development in southwestern and northeastern Montana 
and policy changes that might be included in the new farm bill to promote ethanol production. 
It also was noted that “CFWCS provides a framework for addressing the threats.”

Participants noted that, traditionally, FWP has responded to each threat as it arose, i.e. “the 
crisis du Jour”. However, some people noted that CFWCS provides an opportunity to prioritize 
responses to threats based on habitat. They suggested using CFWCS to identify the “best of  
the best” among the conservation areas and focus protection activities on those habitats, rather 
than focus conservation efforts around concentrated development activities. It was noted that 
this approach would involve making tradeoffs, but that those decisions would have been made 
strategically, based on the value of  particular landscapes to achieving long-term conservation 
objectives. 

Several people mentioned concern for climate change and the inability to predict, with certainty, 
how climate change will affect the ability to achieve conservation objectives. However, some 
people suggested that conserving priority landscapes, as defined by CFWCS, offers the greatest 
potential for ensuring viable populations of  sensitive species in that uncertain future. “Montana 
is a potential refuge in the face of  climate change. It is critical to be attentive to restoration of  
damaged habitats and thereby enhance the resilience and survival of  native species.”

Conservation Partnership Opportunities

In addition to using CFWCS as a way to think strategically in response to threats to 
conservation, participants noted that CFWCS could be used to prioritize protection of  
important habitats. Some people suggested using CFWCS to prioritize conservation of  riparian 
corridors and wildlife movement corridors and linkage zones. CFWCS also could serve as a 
catalyst to bring partners together to work toward these conservation objectives. “The best 
opportunities for partnerships are places where we can use funds from a variety of  sources 
to pool resources sufficient to attract landowners.” CFWCS, in many respects, provides a 
framework for working with agriculture to achieve conservation objectives on private lands. 
“The best opportunity for achieving the goals in the CFWCS is in the farm bill. The farm 
bill brings large sums of  money into the state and several of  the programs have a wildlife 
component.” 

Private land conservation has to be part of  the CFWCS strategy. “The priority habitats identified 
by CFWCS are dominated by private land.”

It was noted that CFWCS already provides valuable information to federal land managers in 
both developing and guiding the implementation of  land use plans. Reference to CFWCS in 
Forest Plans and Resource Management Plans also increases the potential for funding projects 
related to plan implementation. It also was noted that CFWCS includes important information 
that could be used more comprehensively for land use planning by local governments. DNRC 
has incorporated CFWCS in the tool kit that it provides to private forestland owners. CFWCS 
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could be used as a “benchmark for the sale of  school trust lands, land banking and development 
decisions on school trust lands.” 

Several of  the other participants expressed keen interest in working with Plum Creek and others 
to protect conservation values associated with the current Plum Creek holdings. Plum Creek 
indicated that, as their business model changes, they need to be able to work with FWP and 
other conservation partners earlier in the land use planning process, i.e. involvement when there 
is opportunity to build conservation measures into the design of  developments rather than 
fighting about the project during the final phase. Plum Creek indicated a need for information 
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from the partners and the partners need to be comfortable in how the information will be used. 

There are opportunities for working with the fish and wildlife mitigation programs as the 
basis for conservation partnerships in northwestern Montana. Plum Creek also indicated that 
more could be accomplished for native fish species west of  the continental divide by building 
conservation programs around its Habitat Conservation Plan for native fish species. “With the 
Native Fish HCP in place, there are opportunities to leverage Sec. 6 funding for land acquisitions 
that support the objectives of  the HCP.” 

There is potential for achieving CFWCS objectives in other management programs that 
otherwise are not related to SWG. Participants noted that CFWCS can be a catalyst for a 
different approach to land use planning/analysis/implementation. USFS participants indicated 
that there is a directive to incorporate state action plans into the forest plans. In Montana, USFS 
currently uses CFWCS to help set priorities for forest restoration, fuels reduction and other 



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  31

projects. USFS has begun to use “Stewardship Contracting” as an alternative to traditional 
timber sales as a way to exchange goods for on-the-ground conservation services. If  approved, 
pending legislation would authorize a pilot project for one Montana ranger district to employ 
stewardship contracting as the preferred approach to forest plan implementation. CFWCS could 
be used to guide the use of  this tool for the restoration of  fish and wildlife habitat. CFWCS 
could be used in the permitting process pursuant to the Major Facility Siting Act for identifying 
impacts and identifying opportunities for mitigation. In addition, survey information acquired 
for permits could be available for other priority conservation purposes, as identified by CFWCS.

Several people suggested that need for a more integrated approach to planning in priority areas 
with multiple land ownerships. Planning could be done jointly, focused on common objectives. 
But, implementation of  the joint plans should be accomplished on a schedule and in a manner 
that corresponds with the mandates of  the respective agencies and landowners.

Others noted the importance of  local land use planning. They suggested that “CFWCS should 
be used to inform decisions by local planning boards and county commissioners as a tool in 
developing growth policies and land use regulations.” There is “potential to modify sub-division 
regulations to incorporate criteria that define critical habitats; establish buffer areas; and, require 
higher levels of  review. There also is the potential to incorporate good wildlife information 
into growth policies.” It also was noted that CFWCS could be incorporated into educational 
brochures that offer guidance to landowners regarding development. At the same time, however, 
one person noted disagreements “within the wildlife community (including disagreements 
between FWP and some of  the wildlife advocates) about what the wildlife assessment means 
and how to use the information in the review of  proposed sub-divisions.”

Others referenced a need for more monitoring. Monitoring is necessary to demonstrate success 
of  projects. It is easier to get funding for restoration projects than to get funding for monitoring. 
Yet, at some point, we will need the monitoring information to demonstrate the success of  the 
restoration.

Two major and related landscape conservation initiatives, the “Crown of  the Continent” and the 
“Heart of  the Rockies”, are currently in progress in Montana. Several parties also are interested 
in ensuring long-term conservation on parcels in Plum Creek ownership if  those parcels are sold 
to other parties. CFWCS provides one way to help clarify shared priorities in these project areas.

Several people stressed the importance of  conserving wetlands, riparian habitats and adjacent 
native grasslands. “We can’t do wetland/riparian conservation without also doing prairie 
conservation.” Some people noted that wetlands, riparian habitats, water quality and water rights 
are interrelated issues and should be addressed together. In such situations, properties with 
senior water rights should be priority. People also noted that monitoring and evaluation should 
be an integral component of  these projects.

One person identified the opportunity for “abandoned mine restoration in prairie habitats, with 
priorities for the work defined by the goals and objectives of  CFWCS.” Another noted that 
streams impaired by previous mining are logical sites to consider for reclamation and funding is 
available for these projects. However, he cautioned that “it is difficult to do restoration projects 
at mines because of  the resulting liabilities associated with hazardous waste.”

One person indicated that the Montana bird conservation partnership is active in the west and 
active in the extreme northeast. However, there is no active partnership for bird conservation 
in most of  the rest of  the state. There is a need for local groups working to identify bird habitat 
conservation areas and local habitat priorities. One person said, “Water makes the world go 
round, especially in a semi-arid environment. We can rally around the river systems in eastern 
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Montana.” “People can coalesce around the objective of  conserving native grasslands and 
cattlemen are transitioning to being grassland conservationists.” Another person said, “We need 
more work in eastern Montana. We have to get the two joint ventures up to the same level as 
that of  the Intermountain West Joint Venture.” Another person noted that “we need to develop 
priorities for the grasslands.” However, another person identified one unresolved issue related to 
bird conservation.  “There is disagreement among advocates for birds. Some people advocate for 
protection of  sensitive bird species. Other people are more interested in using birds, common as 
well as sensitive species, as indicators of  landscape health.”

One person noted the importance of  maintaining the cottonwood forest associated with the 
Yellowstone River in eastern Montana.

Several people suggested that there is a need for more outreach to landowners. One person 
suggested that “if  we expect to include landowners in implementing solutions, they also need 
to be involved in the definition of  the problem.” Another person suggested, “Landowners need 
to understand that they can participate in Candidate Conservation Agreements with Assurances 
without giving up that much.” It also was noted that landowners are becoming more aware of  
the non-agricultural value of  their property and that improving riparian habitats adds value to 
their land and that awareness could be shared with others. “Projects have to include tangible 
benefits for the cooperating landowner.” The benefit could be monetary, but it does not have 
to be. Other benefits to landowners include technical support (“help the rancher understand 
and achieve benefits from a more efficient and sustainable operation”; assurances that the 
rancher won’t be impacted by new regulations; “don’t punish the landowners because they 
choose to participate and try to do things right”); and, respect. One person identified the need 
for a “mechanism for allowing partners to participate in landowners’ operations without the 
landowners feeling they are being abused for their participation.” Another person suggested that 
“Conservation Districts have an important role to play, especially in those places where there are 
not active watershed groups – particularly eastern Montana.”

One person noted the opportunity to include schools in community based conservation projects. 
Students, under the direction of  a teacher, can assist with monitoring projects.

Several of  the Tribes have established bison herds. The American Prairie Foundation is also 
working to establish a bison herd in the Missouri River Breaks. There is potential for working 
with several sensitive prairie species that occur in association with bison.

One person suggested the need to focus on “connecting CFWCS with sustainable economic 
development – CFWCS should connect with Montana’s future. CFWCS should nest well with 
initiatives for energy development and economic development.” Another person mentioned 
opportunities related to achieving conservation through promoting sustainable agriculture and 
related to changes in crops and farming practices. A few people mentioned concerns about 
energy development related to sagebrush and sage grouse restoration. They suggested that it will 
be important to “engage industry in restoration, monitoring and evaluation.”

There is an opportunity to structure conservation projects that also fulfill permit requirements 
for petroleum development. One BLM employee discussed the potential for working with 
the petroleum industry. Companies have an incentive to do conservation projects to fulfill the 
provisions of  their permits. And, when companies agree to fund the work, projects can be 
accomplished quickly. Given the current interest in permitting and the related concerns about 
the impacts to sage grouse and sage brush habitat associated with energy development, there 
also is the potential for funding sage grouse work through the agency’s budget planning system. 
However, there could be a 4-year lag between the project proposal and receipt of  the funding. 



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  33

Some people suggested that stewardship contracting is one specific way to bridge conservation 
and economic opportunity in forested environments. Stewardship contracting is a way to 
develop a broader base of  support for projects that have been developed through a landscape 
level planning effort. “Stewardship contracting is a way to keep industry viable in communities 
where traditional forest industry is no longer viable.” The concept has the potential to help 
break some of  the traditional gridlock because it is being accepted by some in the environmental 
community. “People are accepting the temporary footprint that results from projects and they 
have greater confidence that the promised restoration work will actually get accomplished on 
the ground.” One person suggested a “DNRC/FWP partnership that allows for some timber 
harvest from lands acquired for conservation in exchange for standing timber left on school 
trust lands.”

Several people noted the importance of  more effective communication among the partners. The 
three Joint Ventures have indicated an interest in helping to establish a steering committee in 
Montana specifically for the purpose of  facilitating communication.

Funding

Most participants identified inadequate funding as a challenge to achieving the goals and 
objectives outlined by CFWCS. The need to effectively leverage existing funding sources can 
be a catalyst to effective conservation partnerships. However, competition for limited funding 
sources also can be an impediment to partnerships.

Participants suggested that there is the potential that the federal government might reduce 
the level of  funding for SWG. Alternatively, if  the federal government maintains or increases 
SWG funding, the availability of  sufficient matching funds can be an impediment to effectively 
leveraging those funds.

One person suggested that “FWP needs to make important judgment calls about how to spend 
SWG funds. It is tempting to spend SWG funds in areas that already are being successful. 
However, it might be more important to focus the funds on groups that need a jump start to be 
able to begin to leverage funds from other sources.”

Some people noted that Montana, with the assistance of  its Congressional delegation, has been 
successful in bringing Land and Water Conservation Funds into the state. However, Congress is 
likely to reduce the size of  the program, with recent changes in the delegation, Montana likely 
will receive a smaller portion from this fund.

The Farm Bill currently provides a large source of  money for conservation projects on 
agriculture lands in Montana. A few people noted that there is an opportunity to use CFWCS to 
influence priorities in the pending revisions to the Farm Bill.

Participants noted that, irrespective of  the source, funds come with limitations on how the 
money may be used. Private groups who might be able to provide matching funds for state and 
federal funds might be reluctant to participate in cooperative projects because they are unwilling 
to accept the conditions that come with the funds. One person suggested that, because “federal 
funds with federal strings, we need to think in terms of  what can be accomplished without 
federal money.”

A few participants suggested that Montana is too dependent on federal funding for doing 
conservation work. There is a need to develop a state funding source that is dedicated to 
landscape conservation. There is reluctance by some FWP staff  and within some constituency 
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groups to use license revenue to match federal funds for conservation programs that do not 
directly benefit hunting and fishing. “There is a need for strategy to enfranchise non-hunters/
non-anglers in providing financial support to fish and wildlife conservation.”

Until recently, there was no dedicated source of  state matching funds for SWG. This issue was 
addressed, but only for the current biennium, during the 2007 special session, when the Montana 
Legislature approved $1M per year as a general fund match for SWG. A few members of  the 
Montana Teaming with Wildlife Core Team help to develop this proposal and supported it 
during the session. Teaming with Wildlife is a national coalition of  organizations that supports 
implementation of  State Wildlife Grants. The Core Team includes representatives from several 
Montana conservation organizations and was formed to assist FWP with implementation of  
SWG.

Longer term, there is a need for a “stable and predictable statewide funding base for CFWCS”. 
One person indicated that, as the effort is made to develop stable, long-term funding, the 
conservation partners need to be included in the conversation.

A few participants suggested that large foundations are an untapped resource. “We are doing 
good work but the projects are too small to attract their interest.” These people identified the 
need to aggregate several local projects into a single, statewide project and thus be able to market 
to large foundations. “The money is out there. We have to look for it and we have to get creative 
to be able to leverage it.” “Montana can attract private funding for conservation work tied to 
watersheds. We have to think strategically to get it.” “We have to think strategically in order to 
convert $1million of  SWG and $1million of  match into $20million.”

One person noted that the stronger the state plan, the easier it is for NGO’s to get foundation 
funds for projects. Agreement among stakeholders regarding priorities helps to leverage 
private conservation money. “Funders like synergy, partnerships, shared priorities and specific 
objectives.”

One person noted that “different organizations are competing for the same funds, during 
the same funding cycle and sometimes for doing the same work.” This person suggested the 
need for more cooperation in setting statewide priorities for how best to use limited resources; 
submitting fewer proposals during any one granting cycle with broad support for those 
proposals which are submitted; and, sequencing otherwise competing proposals over several 
granting cycles.

One person suggested that “a variety of  funding sources adds financial resilience.” But, another 
person suggested that “Money is not the only answer. In-kind contributions are important. Not 
only does it offset the need for more money but it also brings landowners into the project and, 
by working with it, they become committed to it.”

Communication/Outreach

Participants noted the importance of  effective communication to developing a vision for 
conservation shared by a broad diversity of  people in Montana. Effective communication 
also is essential to the formation of  functional conservation collaborations. “The biggest 
need is an effort to bring the partners together.” “People need to understand the significance 
of  the program. To understand that CFWCS is the solution, people first need to understand 
the problem.” “Communication must be sufficient to ensure that all players understand their 
respective roles.” One person identified the need for a “larger, grassroots media campaign that 
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promotes the importance of  water resources and engages a broader public in that conversation. 
There is a need to shift social expectations regarding watersheds, landscapes and conservation 
issues.”

Teaming with Wildlife is a current effort to develop broad understanding of  SWG and 
CFWCS among FWP’s traditional constituents. However, there is not a similar understanding 
among people who either are not part of  that constituency or who did not participate in 
the development of  CFWCS. Thus, there is a need to bridge Teaming with Wildlife with the 
communication networks of  others who are doing conservation work in Montana. “We need a 
community conservation discussion – a strategy to bring people into the conversation and then 
use the conversation to build an effective coalition.”

Participants specifically noted the lack of  communication with landowners, except for those 
individuals who are actively involved with current conservation projects. “When working with 
FWP, first we have to build trust if  we are serious about getting down to business.” “If  the 
objective is long-term, on-the-ground conservation, FWP has to reach out to agriculture.” 
People suggested that agriculture could participate in CFWCS. “But, CFWCS has to be 
presented to them in a way that they can buy in.” “Conservation land management benefits 
agriculture. It is important to use the right educational tools to help landowners understand that 
conservation also sustains their operation.” One person suggested working with the Northern 
Ag Network to disseminate information related to CFWCS to the agriculture community. One 
person suggested that CFWCS could help FWP bridge with MSU Extension Service and, in 
turn, Extension could help with communication with the agriculture community. Another 
person suggested scheduling community meetings in the priority conservation areas identified in 
CFWCS.

Participants also noted that effective communication is essential for developing a broad base of  
political support for new initiatives and funding, at both the state and national level. Further, 
it was suggested that, at state level, support should be broad enough to minimize potential for 
strong political opposition. “Comprehensive conservation is not a partisan issue and is not 
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caught up in partisan politics. There is potential for broad support if  we are able to deliver on 
the idea that no other species need to be listed under the Endangered Species Act if  we are able 
to identify and protect the most important habitats.” “Marketing of  CFWCS is critical. Good 
ecology and community stability are marketable for building coalitions.”

One person noted the importance of  having a consistent message regarding private land 
conservation. Regardless of  which of  the agencies or private organizations provide the message, 
it should be the same. This person also noted that agency field staff  should be prepared to share 
this message because they regularly interact with people at the local level. However, he also 
cautioned that, if  the message is communicated, the agency also has to be prepared to follow 
through.

Success

Partners thought of  success at various levels, from the perspective of  individual projects and 
programs, to a sustainable SWG program and to a long-term, comprehensive conservation 
perspective. People expressed their understanding of  success in terms of  achieving the 
objectives of  their own programs, achieving the objectives of  CFWCS and achieving 
conservation through partnerships in a variety of  ways. Some tended to focus more on the 
conservation results. We are making “demonstrable improvements in discrete places that are 
identified as priorities in the CFWCS.” “We have maintained a full representation of  native 
wildlife and we have maintained open space in Montana and the adjacent northern Rockies.” We 
are “keeping grass on the landscape”. “Keep the common species common.” “Protect what we 
have and restore as much as we can.” Success is a “dynamic equilibrium such that, over time, we 
maintain functioning ecosystems and we meet the needs of  sensitive species.”

Others talked about the processes through which conservation is accomplished. “All 
landownerships must contribute to the mutual conservation goals, in a manner that is 
appropriate to their primary management purpose. Public lands are a key component, but 
working ranches and working private forest lands should also complement the conservation 
objective.” “We want to keep the ranchers viable and maintain healthy habitats.” “Agency 
loggerheads have moved from disagreements over goals to disagreements about how to 
achieve the shared goals.” “Historic adversaries are working together to accomplish things on 
the landscape.” “Partners are vested more in the resource than in their respective programs.” 
“The agencies can walk away because the landowners are able to do it on their own. We have 
grown out of  the need for an organized program.” “We are making progress – conservation 
is happening through legislation; the acquisition of  interests in lands; and, through informed 
individuals voluntarily doing conservation on their own land.” “All of  us who have a part can 
stand back and say, ‘Wow! Look what we got done, proving that wildlife conservation and 
maintaining working landscapes are compatible’.”

“Partnerships promote a more timely response and ensure that more areas are protected.” “We 
(NGO’s) are able to do the best job that we can, with the things that we are best positioned to 
do and there is support for us doing it and the results are appreciated.” “The SWG piece is a 
small amount of  the necessary funds to achieve the conservation objectives. Success is the ability 
to leverage that small amount of  money into a much larger pot of  money.” “We have brought 
new financial resources into Montana – money from new sources, not just more money from 
existing sources.” “Attributes of  success include coordination at the local level; grants that are 
well managed; good upfront watershed planning; a focus on identified restoration targets; and, 
monitoring to demonstrate the outcomes.” 
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Others reflected on changing social attitudes regarding conservation. “We have defined what 
conservation really means so that people are able to buy into the definition.” “Many things 
divide active Montanans. However, most people support fish, wildlife and clean water. We 
have focused on the commonalities rather than the related management questions that divide 
us. We have translated the common interest in fish and wildlife into a vision that works on the 
ground and made it a priority to disseminate that vision.” We have destroyed “the myth that 
environment and good jobs are mutually exclusive.” Montana has a brand. We are not just the 
Big Sky Country. “Montana is the Serengeti of  North America”. This brand and the values 
associated with it are shared with non-traditional partners and all of  Montana – not just those in 
the conservation community. The Montana culture values stewardship.”

For some people, success means that changing social attitudes translate into broader political 
support for conservation. Success means that “CFWCS is politically acceptable to the governor 
and the legislature and that it provides a foundation for management of  fish and wildlife 
resources.” Changing social attitudes also translate into reduced appeals and litigation for public 
land management programs and broader public acceptance of  what USFS and BLM are doing 
and the reasons they do what they do.”

Keys to Success

Participants identified a variety of  factors that they thought to be essential to make success 
happen. Many of  these factors are reflected in the discussion of  partnerships. Specific factors 
include:

•	 A Statewide conservation vision that embraces local priorities and initiatives:

•	 	A conservation vision developed around principles of  sustainability; the integration of  
ecological integrity, economic feasibility and social acceptance; and the interdependence of  
sustainable ecosystems and sustainable communities that depend on those ecosystems.

•	 A multi-disciplinary approach

•	 Leadership that is perceived as objective, reliable and committed;

•	 	An identified champion for CFWCS, a person who is determined to get conservation done;

•	 	Visible support for CFWCS from the Governor’s office and the natural resources sub-
cabinet;

•	 	Alignment within FWP and a commitment to integrate CFWCS into all department 
programs; 

•	 Allocation of  FWP staff  time according to priorities defined by CFWCS;

•	 	Shared vision among FWP, DNRC and DEQ and a commitment to landscape level 
conservation;

•	 	FWP fully engaged with the partners and SWG fully integrated with the partner’s programs;

•	 	Effective integration of  CFWCS into federal land management planning; models of  agencies 
using CFWCS and using CFWCS for the right reason;

•	 Frequent and thorough communication among the partners;
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•	 A better understanding of  the respective strengths of  the partners;

•	 Inclusiveness; and,

•	 A broad base of  public support for landscape level conservation, including local buy in.

People noted that sufficient funding is important. Funding should be available to those 
groups who are expected to participate in projects. Moreover, “the agencies have to be 
sufficiently staffed so that the programs are approachable and useable by the groups who want 
to participate.” One person suggested establishing a funding source to support the general 
operating expenses of  local groups. “Don’t support the groups just to have the groups. But, if  
the groups are functional and getting work accomplished on the ground, there should be some 
recognition of  the group and support for the group to be able to function.”

Some people stressed the importance of  good planning. “Dollars spent on planning, if  the plan 
is well written, developed collaboratively and responsive to the priorities of  all partners, is a 
good investment.” One person referenced the important of  “smart planning – not just a bunch 
of  freckles on the map.” Collaborative plans can be a very effective tool for leveraging grant 
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funds to do projects. The plan must be a living document. The planning document also has to 
empower the individual agency plans upon which the planning document is developed. It also 
is important to translate the strategic plan into “a simple action plan that responds to shared 
priorities.” “CFWCS has to be elevated above the level of  just another plan by another agency.”

Several people mentioned the importance of  actually doing good work on the ground. Also, 
beyond starting projects, it is important to see the projects come to completion. It is easier for 
people to support projects and programs when they are able to see real accomplishments. “If  
you show success, you will be better served in the long run.” “Use the 5-year action plan to 
target the low-hanging fruit; build success stories around those project results; and, then use 
those stories to market success.”

Several people suggested that the agencies have to figure out a different way of  leading the 
conservation effort in Montana. “We have to answer the question, “What is the appropriate 
role for agency people? How do we distinguish agency influence from agency power?” Several 
people indicated that the agencies have to be engaged but that the leadership should come from 
the community. One person noted the importance of  “flexible leadership. Leadership occurs 
at multiple levels, in the community and in the agencies.” Another person suggested that the 
agencies should “approach the groups with understanding and with resources that the groups 
need to be successful”.

While leadership is important, there also needs to be a “broad coalition that understands 
CFWCS, wants to follow the leadership and is committed to following through. It’s going to take 
a lot of  shoulders to move this rock.” The diverse mix of  people that comprises the coalition 
has to be meaningfully involved in the conservation effort.

People suggested that the agencies need to develop a framework for partnerships. Although the 
framework is defined at the state level, it should provide direction to the field that encourages 
partnerships. “The partnerships have to be real. It is not just a case of  FWP helping other 
people spend their money. There has to be a real give and take.”

It was noted that “we need to break barriers among agencies at the state level.” “Value the 
people who think outside of  the box – even if  they have to be reined in once in awhile.” It also 
was noted that different agencies and organizations have different constituencies. For example, 
“DNRC has established relationships with industry folks. FWP has relationships with the 
conservation community. Both agencies work together to bring those people to the same table.”

A new perspective also is essential for agency people who work at the field level. There needs 
to be “a local face on the bureaucracy”. “Partnerships can’t work without a presence in the local 
community.” In the words of  one long-term career field person, “Field biologists need to think 
outside their traditional roles. The job is changing and field personnel have to change if  they 
want to be successful.”  Another noted that staff  have to be flexible. You have to be willing 
to work strange hours – not the normal agency schedule. No agency logos, etc. “This is not a 
uniform-wearing, 9-5 job.” “Landowners are often busy during the day. It is not possible for 9-5 
employees to build relationships with them.” In this context, a few people also mentioned the 
importance of  having agency field staff  whose primary responsibilities are doing partnership 
projects.

A new perspective also relates to how agencies do work. “There is a fine line between the need 
to spend money on survey and inventory and the potential to spend all of  the money on studies. 
Be content with lower quality data and, instead, spend the money doing projects on the ground, 
including on-going monitoring after the fact, i.e. adaptive management.” Good project planning 
includes defined goals and objectives; articulated uncertainties; a monitoring framework; 
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and, implementation that includes a decision tree that anticipates change in response to new 
information obtained through monitoring.

Several people talked about the importance of  building trust and the consequences of  breaking 
trust. “People can buy into the plan if  they trust the people who are responsible for the plan 
– not because they have read and understood the plan.”

In many respects, CFWCS outlines a strategy for private land conservation. “Success includes 
results that work for agriculture.” “When working with agriculture, it is important to remember 
that the landowner, not the agency, is the decision maker.” The agency should be there to help. 
The agency should be there to inform regarding appropriate conservation practices and which 
practices the agency will and will not support. But, the agency should not tell the landowner 
what to do because the landowner is the decision maker. “Listen to the landowners and trust 
them to offer solutions that will work for them. You cannot go in with a formula. Learn from 
them what their ranch is all about.” “If  we want to have conservation, we have to help the 
landowner get the job done. If  we can help the landowner do the right thing, they will often do 
it.”

“There is value in keeping traditional landowners on the ground. There also is value in helping 
new landowners integrate into the community.” “Maintaining working landscapes, protecting the 
county tax base and providing jobs are important considerations to successful land projects.”

Several people emphasized the importance of  team work. “It is about conserving the 
resource, not about who get’s the credit.” It also is important that everyone understand their 
respective roles, respect the roles of  the other partners and follow through on their respective 
responsibilities. “If  we all work together and bring our respective niches to the table and we are 
willing to compromise a bit, we can achieve a lot of  conservation in Montana.” “Each partner 
is faithful to its mission while respecting the missions of  the other partners.” Teamwork also 
includes making efficient use of  one another’s time and involving partners early in projects so 
that they really have opportunity for meaningful involvement. “Live up to the commitments that 
you make. Don’t overextend yourself  because it puts at risk your ability to follow through on the 
commitment.”

One person noted an important distinction between “collaboration” and “partnership”. If  the 
expectation is that industry must be a partner in the solutions, then “industry can’t collaborate 
its way out of  business.” Solutions are not about trade-offs. “We should focus on projects that 
everybody can buy into and from which everyone achieves something by working on the ground 
together.”

It was noted that conservation is not really about managing the resource. “Most natural resource 
decisions are social decisions – not technical decisions.” “Natural resource people generally are 
not good at working with people.” “99% of  watershed management is people management.” 
“Science has to inform the decisions. But, science does not make the decisions.” “There is a 
fine line between success and failure and that fine line can be a barbed wire fence. Science tells 
us where to work and what to do. Art tells us how to work with people. The science and the art 
are transferable but those still have to be applied with respect for the personality of  the local 
community.”
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Recommendations
Potential actions to implement a coordinated delivery mechanism for the habitat components 
of  Montana’s CFWCS, as suggested by persons who participated in interviews, were compiled 
for the workshop and are presented in Appendix B. Further discussion of  some of  the specific 
suggestions follows. 

One person suggested that CFWCS should have a higher profile. “Somebody of  note (the 
Governor) has to make CFWCS a priority and must be consistent with that message.” It also 
was suggested that the Governor should sponsor a forum to feature CFWCS and encourage 
Montana to look forward to a new era of  conservation.

One person suggested that the State of  Montana needs a state land use plan and that CFWCS 
should be part of  that larger state plan. The plan should be developed by FWP, DNRC and 
DEQ, working cooperatively and thinking strategically, together. The plan then would be the 

framework for evaluating priority issues around the state and provide an umbrella for planning 
at the watershed level. Another person suggested that the state and federal agencies reinstitute 
MOU’s at either the state level or specific to each of  the CFWCS focus areas, as a framework for 
empowering local working groups.

Several others expressed similar ideas. One person suggested that Montana must “function like 
a watershed group at the state level” and develop programs around shared priorities. Another 
person suggested that “we need a unified voice for water in the state – a group that is able to 
think strategically and that promotes a common message at local, regional and statewide levels.” 
This approach would enable the state to work with the watershed model at a broader scale. 
“CFWCS is a logical framework for aggregating smaller projects.” By doing so, partnerships 
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among several watershed groups could develop and the state would be better able to leverage big 
dollar amounts with then could be reallocated to several smaller projects and implemented by 
the partner groups. 

Several people mentioned issues related to the lack of  capacity in local communities. More 
communities might be interested in community based conservation, but they need help to get 
started. One person identified the need more designated local leaders, including agency staff, 
who have the responsibility for leading partnerships written into their job descriptions.

Another person suggested that FWP should look at those places where SWG funds have been 
spent. Identify the community leaders associated with those projects, engage them, learn from 
them and discover what information can then be transferred to other communities. 

Several people commented on difficulties associated with the process for applying for project 
funds, especially when partial funding comes from more than one state agency. One person 
suggested that the agencies should “streamline the process for applications and develop models 
that make it easier for partners to apply.” Another suggested that “There should be a logical 
mechanism for getting resources from the agencies to the groups who are getting work done 
on the ground. That doesn’t mean that every proposal gets funded – but a logical process that 
serves reasonable expectations.” Another person recommended that the state agencies should 
establish a partner task group and charge the group to develop a seamless, common project 
application process. 

A few people mentioned that the Montana Wetlands Legacy is working to achieve the goals 
of  CFWCS. This program could do more and it was suggested that FWP should do more to 
support it. “Wetlands Legacy should be a showcase program for FWP.” One person suggested 
“expanding the Wetland Legacy into a Habitat Legacy and then use it as the framework for 
advancing Farm Bill initiatives.”

A few people mentioned that Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program is working to achieve the 
goals of  CFWCS. However USFWS has not been able to staff  all of  the Partners focus areas. 
It was suggested that FWP and USFWS should cooperate in staffing those vacant focus area 
positions. Similar suggestions were made regarding positions jointly funded by FWP and NRCS 
to assist in aligning expenditures pursuant to the Farm Bill with CFWCS.

A few people mentioned the need for more effective coordination specific to conservation of  
sensitive bird species. They suggested establishment of  a jointly funded position, supported by 
agencies and NGO’s and housed either at FWP or with one of  the partner’s. This position would 
have specific responsibilities for coordinating work with sensitive bird species.

One person suggested that FWP needs to define more wildlife projects that can be implemented 
like future fisheries, i.e. smaller projects that have opportunities for including multiple partners 
and showing some immediate on the ground improvements. This could start with pilot projects 
for habitat restoration.

Several people mentioned that SWG functions like a re-granting program in other states. They 
suggested that FWP would be more effective in developing partnerships with NGO’s and in 
leveraging political support if  FWP were they do re-grant a larger share of  the SWG funds. 
“FWP could open doors if  it were willing to share the SWG funds with NGO’s.” One person 
suggested that $60,000/year should be set aside for small project grants.

Several people mentioned possible legislation that could be enacted to promote more 
conservation work in Montana. The need for a dedicated state funding source, committed to 
conservation, was mentioned often. Variations on the concept included re-authorizing and 
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funding the Montana Agricultural Heritage Program; re-introduce legislation similar to SB 452 
and SB 534 during the 2009 session; and, re-introduce legislation related to promoting Montana’s 
restoration economy. “The Montana Agricultural Heritage Program was a well designed 
program and had the capacity to leverage $8 for each $1 in state funds. This program should be 
reauthorized.” People also suggested that existing state and federal laws should be amended to 
require the use of  state action plans in decisions regarding allocation of  funds from various state 
and federal programs.

A few people suggested the need for a planning document that steps down from CFWCS 
and is responsive to the planning efforts of  the other agencies and organizations. One person 
suggested establishing a partner task group, charged with the responsibility for articulating 
shared a shared vision and values and developing a shared action plan, including: shared 
objectives; shared priorities; agreement on implementation framework and schedule; and 
expression of  mutual support for projects.

Prerequisites for state participation in SWG include each State’s provisions for coordination 
during the development, implementation, review, and revision of  its Strategy with Federal, 
State, and local agencies and Indian Tribes that manage significant areas of  land or water 
within the State, or administer programs that significantly affect the conservation of  species or 
their habitats. USFWS encouraged continued efforts to inform and involve Tribes during the 
implementation of  CFWCS. A similar perspective was expressed by a person who said, “the 
State needs to work on developing communication with the Tribe.”

In response to the threats to comprehensive landscape conservation, another person suggested 
establishing a partner task group to answer the unresolved and interrelated big questions:

•	 How do we define partnerships?

•	 How do we focus all of  our energy in one direction?

•	 How does each partner find itself  in a bigger scheme/shared vision?

•	 How do we set priorities that serve a shared vision?

•	 	Where is the money, how do we find it and how do we spend it in a way that serves the 
shared vision?

•  In the face of  significant development pressures, how do we define “responsible”? Where is 
it appropriate to take a stand, where do we let go and where do we work for collaborative/
balanced approaches?

Potential Partners/Programs/Funding Sources
Agencies and organizations who administer programs that overlap with the CFWCS goals 
and objectives are potential partners in the implementation of  the Comprehensive Fish and 
Wildlife Conservation Strategy. In addition to sharing conservation objectives, they have relevant 
expertise. Some have funding that could be committed to shared projects and all are potential 
supporters for new programs and funding sources. These agencies and organizations are listed 
in Appendix C. We acknowledge that the list is incomplete. But, it is a place for people to being 
looking for potential partners and a place to begin a more comprehensive and dynamic list of  
potential partners. We also caution that inclusion of  an agency or organization in this list does 
represent a commitment by that entity.



44  |  A Situation Assessment

Workshop
We advised each person with whom we met of  the proposed workshop, which was held in 
Helena on November 1. Subsequently, an invitation was mailed to each of  them and to a broader 
list of  potentially interested people. The invitation included a reference to the CFWCS website, 
a summary of  the draft situation assessment, the list of  recommendations and the workshop 
agenda. We also distributed an op-ed regarding the workshop which was published in several 
of  the major Montana newspapers. Approximately 142 people participated in the workshop. 
Participants included representatives from state and federal agencies, local government, tribal 
government, watershed groups, land trusts, private conservation groups, agriculture, trade 
groups and interested individuals. 

The draft report and the recommendations served as the focus the workshop. The purpose of  
the workshop was to review and provide collective feedback on the draft situation assessment; 
define and explore “gaps” as evidenced by the draft situation assessment; and, provide topical 
input on “next steps.” 

Workshop attendees were asked to provide feedback on the accuracy, completeness and 
usefulness of  the situation assessment. The results of  the workshop tend to validate the 
conservation direction defined by the CFWCS and the situation assessment. But, it also 
was noted that the CFWCS and the situation assessment only define a place to begin. Both 
documents lack sufficient detail in the identification of  obstacles to conservation; priorities; 
and, in the commitment to specific action items. Additional work, building upon the situation 
assessment, should be accomplished to make CFWCS more operational. Although diverse 
interests were represented in the workshop, attendees noted the under-representation of  
landowners, Tribes and local governments, both in the workshop and the representation of  their 
concerns in the situation assessment.

Before beginning the discussion of  the recommendations, we encouraged the participants to 
individually think about their vision for a future Montana and whether that vision, relative to 
current reality, was sufficient to call people to action. We reminded them that local watershed 
groups already are doing conservation work, looking to a future Montana. We asked people to 
think about actions that might be required to support the work of  the watershed groups. We 
asked them to think about ways to align Montana’s conservation and restoration work with the 
scale of  the challenges to long-term conservation.

Workshop attendees then participated in one of  seven small groups. Each group was assigned 

Photo Courtesy of Montana FWP
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one of  the topic areas from the list of  potential action items (Appendix B) and asked to provide 
feedback regarding objectives, important principles, stakeholder involvement and recommended 
actions. Five themes were apparent from all of  the small group reports. Attendees identified 
1) the need for more leadership, preferably from a statewide steering committee; 2) the need 
for a communication strategy to provide timely and relevant implementation; 3) the need for 
leadership that empowers groups that work locally; 4) the need for an approach to conservation 
that functions inclusively; and, 5) the need for a conservation program that is focused on 
producing measurable conservation results. 

Representatives from the Big Hole Watershed Committee were invited to share their experiences 
during the workshop. The Madison Valley Ranchlands Group and the Sweetgrass Conservation 
District also addressed the workshop. They indicated that their group formed in response to a 
crisis, which, in their situation, was a low water year and the potential for the loss of  irrigation. 
The committee initially was two separate groups but gradually came together as the members 
began to realize that they needed one another. As that happened, members also began to 
appreciate that “other people love the land as much as I do”. With that realization, the group 
also began to develop a sense of  community. The members of  this committee emphasized that, 
if  solutions are going to work, the ideas have to come from the people in the watershed who 
have to live with the solution. The Big Hole Watershed Committee is working on drilling wells as 
an alternative to irrigation diversions; river restoration projects; and, helping the local planning 
board implement stream set-backs.

A summary of  the workshop is presented in Appendix D.

Gaps
Participants in the interviews and the workshop noted several specific “gaps” between the 
current situation in Montana and a functional partnership approach to achieving landscape 
conservation in Montana. Generally, these gaps relate to capacity, coordination, communication 
and funding.

Capacity Issue

Conservation partnerships require each partner to commit staff  resources to planning, 
communication, coordination and the various administrative activities necessary to support the 
on-the-ground conservation and restoration work. Individual partners often lack the personnel 
and the expertise to assume these responsibilities. Larger agencies might have staff  with the 
ability to do this work. But, those people already have existing responsibilities. If  the agencies are 
unable to hire additional staff, they face the dilemma of  whether to re-direct staff  and choosing 
which priority to work to leave undone. Smaller agencies typically are understaffed even for 
existing responsibilities. For them, re-direction probably is not an option. 

Local watershed groups function primarily with volunteers. Staff  to local groups is either 
provided by an agency or supported with capacity grants from either DNRC or private sources. 
The Watershed Coordination Council also is a bridge and provides limited support for the 
local groups. Generally, the local watershed groups compete for the same sources to fund staff. 
Participation by local partners is diminishing because state and federal funding to support local 
participation also is diminishing.
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Coordination Issue

Participants in the interviews reminded us that there is not a single, shared vision for 
conservation and restoration in Montana. People might see themselves in the CFWCS but the 
document was not prepared specifically to embrace the conservation plans of  the potential 
partners. Thus, individuals may not yet be bought into the broader vision or they may lack 
confidence that others are bought into it. As a result, Montana lacks a process for collectively 
establishing statewide priorities that are agreed to by several partners. The task for coordinating a 
statewide, multi-interest conservation coalition has not yet been defined and assigned. If  such an 
effort is undertaken, it must to more than just identify the shared priorities. It also must identify 
specific approaches to support those who share the vision but who are working in the lower 
priority areas.

Participants identified a specific need for more coordination among those who have 
responsibilities for conservation and restoration in central, south-central and southeastern 
Montana.

Several of  the partners are using GIS capability. Participants identified the need for more 
coordination among the various efforts.

Communication Issue

The op-ed that we used to announce the workshop referred to the Montana Comprehensive 
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Strategy as “a long title for what’s probably the most important 
wildlife management program you’ve never heard of.” It is apparent that many Montanans 
are interested in a long-term vision that embraces conservation. But, there also are many 
Montanans who have limited understanding of  CFWCS and how it relates to achieving long-
term conservation and restoration. Teaming with Wildlife has been effective in communicating 
CFWCS, but primarily to FWP’s traditional constituents and to those who agencies and 
organizations represented in the development of  the document. However, the message has not 
yet reached a broader audience.

Private landowners are essential to achieving landscape conservation. However, the agriculture 
community has not been involved in the development of  the CFWCS and, except for producers 
who are actively involved in projects that receive SWG funding, the agriculture community 
generally is unaware of  the program. County Commissioners are another group who are vital 
to successful implementation but have only limited awareness of  CFWCS. The assessment 
provided an opportunity to introduce CFWCS to the agriculture community and County 
Commissioners. However, further effort will be required to keep them engaged.

One participant noted that the “lack of  political power is the Achilles heel for the program. It 
is critical to pull all of  the interests under the same umbrella.” Several others emphasized the 
importance of  effective communication as the foundation for maintaining a broad base of  
support for the conservation and restoration effort.

Funding Issue

Participants consistently identified lack of  sufficient funding as the critical obstacle to achieving 
the goals defined by CFWCS. Several of  the people who mentioned concerns for funding also 
referenced the large acreage that is required to support the conservation objective relative to the 
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pace of  change in Montana. They also suggested that, with increasing land values, there is a brief  
window of  opportunity for completing a significant conservation effort in Montana. 

CFWCS identified over 53 million acres of  land as the focus for conservation. But, that analysis 
was completed at a course scale. At a statewide level, it is not possible to quantify acres of  need 
for conservation until further analysis at a finer scale is completed. More detailed work has been 
completed for specific locations, e.g. the Rocky Mountain Front. One person who is working 
in that area described the Front as a “crisis of  opportunity”. Priority areas have been identified 
and landowners have expressed willingness to work with the land trust community. However, 
funding is the immediate obstacle. “If  the state could put up $5 million, the private sector could 
quickly come up with $15 million to do conservation easements on the Rocky Mountain Front.”

The funding issue is more complex than the problem of  not having sufficient resources to 
fund identified priority projects. It also is a matter of  using existing funding sources in the most 
efficient manner. The description of  the various potential conservation partners (Appendix B) 
identifies several of  the existing state and federal funding sources. Although the primary purpose 
for most of  these programs is something other than CFWCS, they overlap with the purpose 
that could be used to accomplish some of  the activities defined by CFWCS. More effective 
communication and coordination among these programs is essential to align priorities with those 
in CFWCS.

It should also be noted that several of  the potential partners, especially the local groups 
are competing for funds from the same sources. Some of  the participants suggested that 
competition was healthy to ensure that funds were being used for the best projects. However, 
others suggested that, with limited organizational capacity, it is difficult for some of  the local 
groups to compete for those funds. Moreover, local groups cannot afford to develop grant 
applications without a reasonable expectation that the application will be approved. 

A few participants noted one additional funding issue. Few of  the funding sources are interested 
in supporting monitoring efforts. But, “the science of  restoration is still evolving. It is important 
to watch what is happening, monitor, acknowledge mistakes and learn from them.” Also, without 
good monitoring information, it is difficult to predict outcomes and, without that predictability, 
it can be difficult to prepare a competitive grant application. “The inability to predict results is 
not a justification for inaction.”

Photo Courtesy of Carl Heilman
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Web-based Tools
The status assessment will be integrated with FWP’s Conservation Tracking Database that 
tracks accomplishments in Montana and tiers them to the national data base of  State Wildlife 
Action Plan accomplishments. CFWCS is accessible through the Montana Fish, Wildlife and 
Parks’ website (http://fwp.mt.gov/specieshabitat/strategy/default.html). Prior to the workshop, 
documents related to this situation assessment were posted at that site, and were accessible 
from the “resources” link at that webpage. The site will be updated to include the final report, 
including the appendices. The site will also be used to communicate information related to the 
work of  the proposed steering committee.

The assessment also provided participants an opportunity to suggest web-based tools that would 
be useful to people involved in conservation work in Montana. Suggestions included:

maps of  partner priorities; a project tracking tool; a project reporting tool; a project query tool; 
information regarding potential project funding sources; a primer for grant applications; and, 
handbooks relevant to a variety of  conservation and restoration issues.

Next Steps
A mailing list, including approximately 350 Montanans with a known interest in comprehensive 
conservation, was developed for this project. We mailed the workshop summary and a brief  
description of  SWG to everyone on this list. In addition, the cover letter announced FWP’s 
intention to follow up on this project and the workshop by appointing a statewide steering 
committee. The cover letter also requested people to express their interest in serving on either 
the steering committee or a work group that functions under the direction of  the steering 
committee. The steering committee will be asked to continue to develop a shared conservation 
and restoration agenda for Montana and prioritize develop proposals to implement the 
recommendations in Appendix A. Based on the results of  the workshop, we anticipate that work 
groups will be formed to address issues related to communication, coordination and funding. 
We anticipate that a final decision regarding composition of  the steering committee will be made 
in January 2008, with the first meeting to be held shortly thereafter. FWP also intends to seek 
funding to support a coordinator for the steering committee.

Photo Courtesy of Carl Heilman
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APPENDIX A  

Persons interviewed during the conduct of the Situation Assessment.

AGENCy/PROGRAM PERSONS INTERvIEWED

Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks

Big Hole River Intiative Dick Oswald, Pete Lammothe and Jim McGee
Fish, Wildlife and Parks Foundation Spence Hegsted
Fisheries Mitigation Program Brian Marotz and Joel Tohtz
Forest Legacy Program and Habitat Montana Steve Knapp
Future Fisheries Glenn Phillips
Milk River Initiative Pat Gunderson
Montana Wetlands Legacy Tom Hinz
Native Fish Species Travis Horton
Special License Auction Quentin Kujala and Caryn Amacher
State Wildlife Grant Program Mike Aderhold and T.O. Smith
Upland Game Bird Program Rick Northrup
Wildlife Division Ken McDonald and Jeff  Herbert
Wildlife Mitigation Alan Wood and Gael Bissell

Montana Dept. of  Natural Resources and Conservation

Conservation Districts Steve Schmitz
Forest Management Lowell Whitney and David Groeschl
Trust Land Management Tom Schultz
Water Management Rich Moy

Montana Department of  Environmental Quality

Major Facility Siting Act Tom Ring
Water Protection Bureau Bonnie Lovelace
Watershed Protection Program Robert Ray
Wetland Protection Program Lynda Saul

Montana Department of  Agriculture 

Weed Management Dave Burch and Kim Johnson

Montana Department of  Transportation Bonnie Steg
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Montana Governor’s Office Hal Harper

Montana State University

Extension and Undaunted Stewardship Jeff  Mosely

University of  Montana

Avian Science Center Dick Hutto
Natural Heritage Program Sue Crispin and Bryce Maxell
Department of  Forestry Jim Burtchfeld

Madison County

Planning Doris Fischer

Bureau of  Land Management

Land and Water Conservation Fund Craig Haynes
Wildlife Program Gayle Sitter and Fritz Prellwitz

Bureau of  Reclamation

Montana Fish and Wildlife Conservation Trust 
(Canyon Ferry) Gary Sullivan

Corps of  Engineers Alan Steinle

Environmental Protection Agency Julie DalSoglio

Natural Resource Conservation Service Ronald Nadwornick and Peter Husby

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Habitat Conservation Plans Tim Bodurtha
Landowner Incentive Program Otto Jose
Land and Water Conservation Fund Gary Sullivan
Partners Program Greg Neidecker, Randy Gazda, Jeff  Everett
Native American Fish and Wildlife Society Ron Skates
Great Plains Joint Venture Ken Sambor
Intermountain West Joint Venture Dave Smith
Prairie Pothole Joint Venture Casey Stemler
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U.S. Forest Service

Wildlife Program Skip Kowalski
Land and Water Conservation Fund Ron Erickson

Tribal Governments

Blackfeet Nation Gayle Skunkcap and Dan Carney
Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes Tomm McDonald and Dale Becker
Ft. Belknap Jeff  Stiffarm, A.J. Bigby and Tom Jones
Ft. Peck Robbie Magnan
Rocky Boy’s Reservation Leland TopSky and Tim Vossberg

Non-governmental Organizations

American Bird Conservancy Dan Casey
American Prairie Foundation Dick Dolan
American Wildlands Tony Povilitis
Avista Corporation Tim Swant
Big Hole River Foundation Mike Bias
Big Hole Watershed Committee Noorjahan Parwana
Blackfoot Challenge Jim Stone and Tina Bernd-Cohen
Defenders of  Wildlife Minette Glaser and Jonathon Proctor
Ducks Unlimited Robert Sanders
Five Valleys Land Trust Wendy Ninteman
Flathead Land Trust Marilyn Wood
Greater Yellowstone Coalition Craig Kenworthy
Montana Association of  Counties Harold Blattie and Sheryl Wood
Montana Association of  Conservation Districts Sarah Carlson
Montana Association of  Land Trusts Glenn Marx
Montana Audubon Janet Ellis and Steve Hoffman
Montana Farm Bureau Federation John Youngberg
Montana Land Reliance Rock Ringling
Montana Stockgrowers Association Jay Bodner
Montana Water Trust John Ferguson and Brianna Randall
Montana Watershed Coordination Council Jennifer Boyer
Montana Wildlife Federation Rich Day
Montana Wood Products Association Ellen Engsted-Simpson
National Wild Turkey Federation Jared McJunkin
National Wildlife Federation Land Tawney
Pheasants Forever Dan Hare



�2  |  A Situation Assessment

Plum Creek Timber Lorin Hicks and Brian Sugden
PPL Montana Jon Jourdannais
Pyramid Lumber Company Gordy Sanders
Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation Mike Mueller and Al Christopherson
Sonoran Institute Jennifer Boyer
Sun River Watershed Committee Alan Rollo
The Nature Conservancy Jamie Williams
Theodore Roosevelt Conservation Partners Bill Geer
Trout Unlimited Mike Gibson and Stan Bradshaw
Turner Endangered Species Fund Mike Phillips
World Wildlife Fund Steve Forrest
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APPENDIX B.

Potential actions to implement a coordinated delivery mechanism for the 
habitat components of Montana’s CFWCS.

Improve Communication and Outreach

• Develop a higher public profile for the CFWCS.

•  Host a forum to promote a new conservation era in Montana and CFWCS as one 
component of  the new approach to conservation.

• Enhance communication and coordination between Montana and Tribal governments.

•  Engage landowners in the conservation dialogue. Private landowners are essential to 
achieving landscape conservation. However, they have not yet been involved in the 
development and implementation of  the CFWCS.

•  Engage the Conservation Districts and the County Extension Agents in the conservation 
dialogue.

•  Work with the Northern Ag Network to disseminate information related to CFWCS to 
Montana’s agriculture community.

•  Develop a framework for consistent and effective communication among the conservation 
partners.

• Develop and distribute a conservation media campaign.

• The conversation about conservation in Montana must move from a debate to a dialogue.

•  Host agency-sponsored community conservation days, e.g. a weed management day and 
BBQ.

Improve Coordination Among the Conservation Partners

•  Define and assign the responsibility for coordinating a statewide, multi-interest conservation 
coalition. 

•  Use CFWCS as a framework for defining partnerships; identifying shared priorities; sorting 
out competing interests; and, thinking strategically among the partners regarding the 
allocation of  limited funds relative to shared priorities.

• Establish a state level conservation coordination group.

•  Develop a process for Montanan’s to collectively establish statewide priorities for habitat 
conservation and restoration and, thereby, function like a watershed group at the state level.

• Develop a framework for partnerships.

• Promote a statewide approach to bird conservation.
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Conservation Leadership

• FWP must consistently demonstrate its commitment to CFWCS.

•  Establish effective state-level leadership that is facilitative and supportive of  local initiative. 
Leadership must be objective, reliable and committed

• Identify, support and encourage the community conservation leaders.

•  Develop a broad coalition that understands CFWCS, wants to follow the leadership and is 
committed to following through.

Update the Comprehensive Fish & Wildlife Conservation Strategy

•  Involve a broad coalition in developing a shared conservation vision for Montana, a vision 
that embraces local priorities and initiatives.

•  Develop a Montana State land use plan which incorporates CFWCS as a significant 
component and also incorporates the planning efforts of  the conservation partners.

•  Develop a CFWCS implementation plan, including a CFWCS monitoring plan, that also is 
responsive to the priorities of  the conservation partners.

Implement the Comprehensive Fish & Wildlife Conservation Strategy

• FWP alignment and allocation of  staff  time that is consistent with CFWCS.

•  Establish FWP/USFWS cooperative position(s) related to Partners for Fish and Wildlife 
Program

• Establish more FWP/NRCS cooperative positions related to Farm Bill.

•  Expand the Montana Wetlands Legacy program (Expand the Wetland Legacy into a Habitat 
Legacy and then use it as the framework for advancing Farm Bill initiatives)

•  Develop FWP/DNRC timber exchange agreements related to Wildlife Management Areas 
and School Trust Lands.

•  Establish a cooperative position, supported by two or more partners, to promote bird 
conservation.

• Develop solutions that work for agriculture.

•  Implement small wildlife restoration projects that have opportunities for including multiple 
partners and showing some immediate on the ground improvements.

•  Set aside a portion of  the SWG funds, dedicated to re-granting to projects sponsored by 
private partners.

• Integrate CFWCS into local land use planning

• Integrate CFWCS into planning for School Trust Land and federal land management.

• Integrate CFWCS into the permitting process for energy development, facility siting, etc.

• Integrate monitoring into conservation and restoration projects.
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Support for Local Conservation Initiatives

• Develop a one-stop grant application process.

• Develop and enhance community capacity and leadership.

• Develop a protocol for including schools in community based conservation initiatives

Establish a Sustainable and Predictable Funding Base for Conservation 
Partnerships

• Promote legislation to reauthorize the Montana Agricultural Heritage Program.

• Promote legislation to establish a dedicated fund for land conservation in Montana.

• Promote legislation to enhance Montana’s restoration economy.

•  Aggregate several local projects into a single, statewide project in order to market to large 
foundations.
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Potential Partners in Conservation
Many agencies and organizations administer programs that overlap with the goals and objectives 
that are outlined in Montana Fish Wildlife and Park’s Comprehensive Fish and Wildlife 
Conservation Strategy. In addition to sharing conservation objectives, all have relevant expertise. 
Some have funding that could be committed to shared projects and all are potential supporters 
for new programs and funding sources. Many already are engaged in community-based 
conservation and restoration projects. Appendix C provides a brief  description of  the programs 
and contact information, current at the time of  printing. The list may be incomplete. The 
inclusion of  an agency or organization in this list does represent a commitment by that entity.



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  �7

 A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
 C

A
 P

ar
ti

al
 In

ve
nt

or
y 

of
 P

ro
gr

am
s, 

Po
te

nt
ia

l P
ar

tn
er

s, 
Te

ch
ni

ca
l A

ss
is

ta
nc

e,
 P

os
si

bl
e 

Fu
nd

in
g 

So
ur

ce
s 

an
d 

C
on

ta
ct

 In
fo

rm
at

io
n 

fo
r 

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
P

ro
je

ct
s 

in
 M

on
ta

na
.

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

St
at

e 
W

ild
lif

e 
G

ra
nt

s

B
ig

 H
ol

e 
R

iv
er

 I
ni

tia
tiv

e

T
he

 S
ta

te
 W

ild
lif

e 
G

ra
nt

 (S
W

G
) p

ro
gr

am
 is

 a
 st

ra
te

gy
 fo

r k
ee

pi
ng

 
un

lis
te

d 
sp

ec
ie

s o
ff

 th
e 

en
da

ng
er

ed
 sp

ec
ie

s l
ist

. F
ish

, W
ild

lif
e 

an
d 

Pa
rk

s 
ha

s s
el

ec
te

d 
a 

su
bs

et
 o

f 
pr

io
rit

ie
s f

ro
m

 th
e 

C
om

pr
eh

en
siv

e 
Fi

sh
 a

nd
 

W
ild

ife
 C

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

St
ra

te
gy

 (C
FW

C
S)

 a
nd

 d
ev

el
op

ed
 a

 S
W

G
 a

ct
io

n 
pl

an
 fo

r t
he

 p
er

io
d 

20
05

 –
 2

01
1 

(h
ttp

:/
/f

w
p.

m
t.g

ov
/s

pe
ci

es
ha

bi
ta

t/
st

ra
te

gy
/a

ct
io

np
la

n.
ht

m
l).

 S
W

G
 g

ra
nt

s p
ro

vi
de

 a
bo

ut
 $

1 
m

ill
io

n 
in

 
fe

de
ra

l f
un

di
ng

 p
er

 y
ea

r. 
SW

G
 g

ra
nt

s r
eq

ui
re

 a
 1

:1
 m

at
ch

 w
ith

 n
on

-
fe

de
ra

l f
un

ds
. F

or
 F

Y
20

08
-2

00
9 

th
e 

m
at

ch
 w

as
 p

ro
vi

de
d 

by
 a

 st
at

e 
ge

ne
ra

l f
un

d 
ap

pr
op

ria
tio

n.
 O

ve
r t

he
 n

ex
t fi

ve
 y

ea
rs

, $
30

0,
00

0 
w

ill
 b

e 
al

lo
ca

te
d 

to
 th

e 
Bi

g 
H

ol
e 

Ri
ve

r I
ni

tia
tiv

e 
an

d 
an

ot
he

r $
30

0,
00

0 
w

ill
 b

e 
al

lo
ca

te
d 

to
 th

e 
M

ilk
 R

iv
er

 In
iti

at
iv

e. 

SW
G

 fu
nd

s h
av

e 
be

en
 u

se
d 

to
 d

oc
um

en
t p

op
ul

at
io

ns
 o

f 
w

es
ts

lo
pe

 
cu

tth
ro

at
 tr

ou
t, 

id
en

tif
y 

po
te

nt
ia

l h
ab

ita
ts

 fo
r p

op
ul

at
io

n 
re

st
or

at
io

n,
 

su
m

m
ar

iz
e 

th
re

at
s t

o 
kn

ow
n 

re
st

or
at

io
n 

po
pu

la
tio

ns
, a

nd
 p

ro
vi

de
 

re
co

m
m

en
da

tio
ns

 fo
r a

dd
re

ss
in

g 
th

os
e 

th
re

at
s; 

su
rv

ey
 a

nd
 in

ve
nt

or
y 

of
 b

ur
bo

t a
nd

 la
ke

 tr
ou

t p
op

ul
at

io
ns

 in
 E

lk
 L

ak
e 

an
d 

Tw
in

 L
ak

es
, 

an
d 

bu
rb

ot
 p

op
ul

at
io

ns
 in

 C
la

rk
 C

an
yo

n 
re

se
rv

oi
r; 

ev
al

ua
te

 th
e 

re
pr

od
uc

tiv
e 

st
at

us
 o

f 
ad

ul
t a

rc
tic

 g
ra

yl
in

g 
in

 R
ed

 R
oc

k 
La

ke
 a

nd
 

Ro
ge

rs
 L

ak
e, 

an
d,

 d
oc

um
en

t t
he

 sp
aw

ni
ng

 a
nd

 st
oc

ki
ng

 su
cc

es
s, 

as
 w

el
l 

as
 e

ff
or

ts
 to

 e
st

ab
lis

h 
a 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n 

br
oo

d 
in

 R
ed

 R
oc

k 
Re

se
rv

oi
r. 

SW
G

 fu
nd

s h
av

e 
be

en
 u

se
d 

to
 re

st
or

e 
flu

vi
al

 A
rc

tic
 g

ra
yl

in
g 

in
 th

e 
up

pe
r M

iss
ou

ri 
Ri

ve
r b

as
in

 in
 M

on
ta

na
. S

W
G

 fu
nd

s a
lso

 a
re

 b
ei

ng
 u

se
d 

to
 in

ve
nt

or
y 

fr
es

hw
at

er
 m

us
se

ls.

T
he

 st
at

e 
an

d 
fe

de
ra

l a
ge

nc
ie

s a
lso

 a
re

 w
or

ki
ng

 w
ith

 3
0 

la
nd

ow
ne

rs
 o

n 
ap

pr
ox

im
at

el
y 

14
6,

00
0 

ac
re

s o
f 

ha
bi

ta
t o

n 
a 

va
rie

ty
 o

f 
pr

oj
ec

ts
 

P
ro

gr
am

s A
dm

in
is

te
re

d 
by

 M
on

ta
na

 F
is

h 
W

ild
lif

e 
&

 P
ar

ks

M
ik

e 
A

de
rh

ol
d 

(4
06

) 4
53

-2
45

9
M

on
ta

na
 F

W
P

m
ad

er
ho

ld
@

m
t.g

ov

ht
tp

:/
/f

w
p.

m
t.g

ov
/

sp
ec

ie
sh

ab
ita

t/
st

ra
te

gy
/

de
fa

ul
t.h

tm
l

D
ic

k 
O

sw
al

d 
(4

06
) 6

83
-9

31
0

M
on

ta
na

 F
W

P
os

w
al

dd
ic

k@
m

t.g
ov

Pe
te

r L
am

ot
he

 
(4

06
) 6

83
-9

31
0

M
on

ta
na

 F
W

P 
pl

am
ot

he
@

m
t.g

ov

Jim
 M

aG
ee

 
(4

06
) 6

83
-9

31
0

M
on

ta
na

 F
W

P 
m

ag
ee

ja
m

es
@

m
t.g

ov



��  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

re
la

te
d 

to
 m

ai
nt

ai
ni

ng
 in

st
re

am
 fl

ow
 a

nd
 re

st
or

in
g 

st
re

am
 a

nd
 ri

pa
ria

n 
ha

bi
ta

ts.
 F

un
di

ng
 is

 p
ro

vi
de

d 
fr

om
 a

 v
ar

ie
ty

 o
f 

so
ur

ce
s t

hr
ou

gh
 F

W
P,

 
D

N
RC

, U
SF

W
S 

an
d 

N
RC

S.
 P

riv
at

e 
co

ns
er

va
tio

n 
gr

ou
ps

 a
lso

 a
re

 
w

or
ki

ng
 c

oo
pe

ra
tiv

el
y 

w
ith

 th
e 

ag
en

ci
es

 to
 a

ch
ie

ve
 th

e 
ob

je
ct

iv
es

 o
f 

th
is 

in
iti

at
iv

e.

SW
G

 fu
nd

s h
av

e 
be

en
 u

se
d 

to
 im

pl
em

en
t t

he
 M

on
ta

na
 G

la
ci

at
ed

 
Pl

ai
ns

 M
ilk

 R
iv

er
 C

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

an
d 

Re
st

or
at

io
n 

St
at

e 
W

ild
lif

e 
G

ra
nt

. 
T

he
 n

um
be

r o
ne

 o
bj

ec
tiv

e 
of

 th
is 

gr
an

t i
s t

o 
pl

ac
e 

10
,0

00
 a

cr
es

 w
ith

in
 

th
e 

M
ilk

 R
iv

er
 R

ip
ar

ia
n 

Z
on

e 
un

de
r c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

ea
se

m
en

ts
 o

r o
th

er
 

ap
pr

op
ria

te
 st

ra
te

gi
es

 to
 c

on
se

rv
e 

fis
h 

an
d 

w
ild

lif
e 

co
m

m
un

iti
es

 
in

cl
ud

in
g 

ga
m

e 
an

d 
no

n-
ga

m
e 

sp
ec

ie
s g

ro
up

s. 
FW

P 
is 

cu
rr

en
tly

 
w

or
ki

ng
 w

ith
 fo

ur
 ra

nc
he

s t
o 

de
ve

lo
p 

th
os

e 
ea

se
m

en
ts.

Je
ff

 E
ve

re
tt 

(4
06

) 6
83

-3
89

3
U.

S.
 F

ish
 &

 W
ild

lif
e 

Se
rv

ic
e

je
ff

_e
ve

re
tt@

fw
s.g

ov

Pa
t G

un
de

rs
on

 
(4

06
) 2

28
-3

70
9

M
on

ta
na

 F
W

P
pg

un
de

rs
on

@
m

t.g
ov

Fu
tu

re
 F

is
he

rie
s

T
he

 F
ut

ur
e 

Fi
sh

er
ie

s I
m

pr
ov

em
en

t P
ro

gr
am

 h
as

 w
or

ke
d 

to
 re

st
or

e 
riv

er
s, 

st
re

am
s a

nd
 la

ke
s t

o 
im

pr
ov

e 
an

d 
re

st
or

e 
M

on
ta

na
’s 

w
ild

 fi
sh

 
ha

bi
ta

ts.
 A

bo
ut

 $
60

0,
00

0 
ar

e 
av

ai
la

bl
e 

ea
ch

 y
ea

r f
or

 c
os

ts
 to

 d
es

ig
n,

 
co

ns
tr

uc
t, 

an
d 

m
ai

nt
ai

n 
pr

oj
ec

ts
 th

at
 re

st
or

e, 
en

ha
nc

e 
or

 p
ro

te
ct

 h
ab

ita
t 

fo
r w

ild
 fi

sh
es

. P
re

fe
re

nc
e 

is 
gi

ve
n 

to
 p

ro
je

ct
s t

ha
t r

es
to

re
 h

ab
ita

ts
 fo

r 
na

tiv
e 

fis
he

s. 
FW

P,
 w

or
ki

ng
 w

ith
 a

n 
in

de
pe

nd
en

t r
ev

ie
w

 p
an

el
, r

ev
ie

w
s 

gr
an

t a
pp

lic
at

io
ns

 tw
ic

e 
pe

r y
ea

r. 
A

pp
lic

at
io

ns
 m

us
t b

e 
re

ce
iv

ed
 b

y 
Ja

nu
ar

y 
1 

an
d 

be
fo

re
 Ju

ly
 1

 fo
r c

on
sid

er
at

io
n 

du
rin

g 
th

e 
cu

rr
en

t g
ra

nt
 

cy
cl

e. 
A

pp
lic

at
io

ns
 m

ay
 b

e 
ob

ta
in

ed
 fr

om
 a

ny
 F

W
P 

of
fic

e. 
A

 c
op

y 
of

 
th

e 
ap

pl
ic

at
io

n 
is 

al
so

 a
va

ila
bl

e 
on

-li
ne

.

Pr
og

ra
m

 fu
nd

in
g 

m
ay

 b
e 

pr
ov

id
ed

 fo
r c

os
ts

 o
f 

de
sig

n,
 c

on
st

ru
ct

io
n,

 
an

d 
m

ai
nt

en
an

ce
 o

f 
pr

oj
ec

ts
 th

at
 re

st
or

e, 
en

ha
nc

e 
or

 p
ro

te
ct

 h
ab

ita
t 

fo
r w

ild
 fi

sh
es

. P
re

fe
re

nc
e 

w
ill

 b
e 

gi
ve

n 
to

 p
ro

je
ct

s t
ha

t r
es

to
re

 h
ab

ita
ts

 
fo

r n
at

iv
e 

fis
he

s. 
Si

nc
e 

its
 in

ce
pt

io
n,

 a
bo

ut
 $

8 
M

 h
as

 b
ee

n 
sp

en
t o

n 
ap

pr
ox

im
at

el
y 

40
0 

pr
oj

ec
ts.

 W
or

k 
in

cl
ud

es
 ri

pa
ria

n 
fe

nc
in

g;
 ri

pa
ria

n 
en

ha
nc

em
en

t; 
st

re
am

 b
an

k 
st

ab
ili

za
tio

n;
 c

ha
nn

el
 re

st
or

at
io

n;
 ir

rig
at

io
n 

di
ve

rs
io

n 
sc

re
en

s; 
fis

h 
pa

ss
ag

e;
 re

ef
s i

n 
la

ke
s; 

an
d,

 w
at

er
 le

as
es

.

M
ilk

 R
iv

er
 I

ni
tia

tiv
e

G
le

nn
 P

hi
lli

ps
 

(4
06

) 4
44

-5
33

4
M

on
ta

na
 F

W
P 

gp
hi

lli
ps

@
m

t.g
ov

ht
tp

:/
/f

w
p.

m
t.g

ov
/h

ab
ita

t/
fu

tu
re

fis
he

rie
s/

de
fa

ul
t.h

tm
l



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  �9

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

Fi
sh

er
ie

s 
R

es
to

ra
tio

n 
an

d 
Ir

rig
at

io
n 

M
iti

ga
tio

n 
Pr

og
ra

m
 fo

r M
on

ta
na

In
 1

99
9,

 th
e 

Le
gi

sla
tu

re
 e

xp
an

de
d 

th
e 

Pr
og

ra
m

 b
y 

ad
di

ng
 fu

nd
in

g 
fr

om
 

th
e 

Re
so

ur
ce

 In
de

m
ni

ty
 T

ru
st

 F
un

d 
an

d 
di

re
ct

in
g 

a 
po

rt
io

n 
of

 th
e 

fu
nd

in
g 

to
 p

ro
je

ct
s t

ha
t s

pe
ci

fic
al

ly
 e

nh
an

ce
 b

ul
l t

ro
ut

 a
nd

 c
ut

th
ro

at
 

tro
ut

, w
ith

 e
m

ph
as

is 
on

 m
in

er
al

 re
cl

am
at

io
n 

pr
oj

ec
ts.

 It
 is

 d
iffi

cu
lt 

to
 d

o 
re

st
or

at
io

n 
pr

oj
ec

ts
 a

t m
in

es
 b

ec
au

se
 o

f 
th

e 
re

su
lti

ng
 li

ab
ili

tie
s 

as
so

ci
at

ed
 w

ith
 h

az
ar

do
us

 w
as

te
.

N
at

iv
e 

Sp
ec

ie
s

T
he

 F
ish

er
ie

s N
at

iv
e 

Sp
ec

ie
s P

ro
gr

am
 su

pp
or

ts
 p

ro
je

ct
s t

ha
t i

nc
lu

de
 

bo
th

 re
se

ar
ch

 (p
rim

ar
ily

 su
rv

ey
 a

nd
 in

ve
nt

or
y)

 a
nd

 h
ab

ita
t p

ro
te

ct
io

n 
an

d 
en

ha
nc

em
en

t. 
Pr

og
ra

m
 fu

nd
s m

ay
 b

e 
us

ed
 to

 m
at

ch
 S

W
G

 fu
nd

s. 
Fu

nd
s a

re
 a

lso
 b

ei
ng

 u
se

d 
in

 c
oo

rd
in

at
io

n 
w

ith
 o

th
er

 fe
de

ra
l f

un
di

ng
 

so
ur

ce
s, 

e.g
. t

he
 L

an
do

w
ne

r I
nc

en
tiv

e 
Pr

og
ra

m
.

Tr
av

is 
H

or
to

n 
(4

06
) 4

44
-3

36
4

M
on

ta
na

 F
W

P
th

or
to

n@
m

t.g
ov

T
he

 F
ish

er
ie

s R
es

to
ra

tio
n 

an
d 

Ir
rig

at
io

n 
M

iti
ga

tio
n 

pr
og

ra
m

 p
ro

vi
de

s 
fu

nd
in

g 
to

 e
nt

iti
es

 o
f 

lo
ca

l g
ov

er
nm

en
t f

or
 th

e 
de

sig
n,

 c
on

st
ru

ct
io

n,
 

an
d 

in
st

al
la

tio
n 

of
 fi

sh
 sc

re
en

s, 
fis

h 
la

dd
er

s, 
an

d 
ot

he
r fi

sh
 p

as
sa

ge
 

de
vi

ce
s a

ss
oc

ia
te

d 
w

ith
 w

at
er

 d
iv

er
sio

ns
. T

he
 in

te
nt

 o
f 

th
e 

pr
op

os
ed

 
di

ve
rs

io
n 

im
pr

ov
em

en
ts

 m
us

t b
e 

to
 re

du
ce

 fi
sh

 m
or

ta
lit

y, 
re

du
ce

 
en

tra
in

m
en

t o
f 

fis
h 

in
 w

at
er

 d
ist

rib
ut

io
n 

sy
st

em
s, 

or
 in

cr
ea

se
 

su
bs

eq
ue

nt
 su

rv
iv

al
 a

nd
 re

pr
od

uc
tiv

e 
su

cc
es

s o
f 

fis
h 

sp
ec

ie
s n

at
iv

e 
to

 
an

d 
pr

es
en

t i
n 

th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t a

re
a. 

In
 M

on
ta

na
, t

hi
s p

ro
gr

am
 is

 sp
ec

ifi
c 

to
 a

re
as

 w
es

t o
f 

th
e 

co
nt

in
en

ta
l d

iv
id

e. 
A

nn
ua

l f
ed

er
al

 fu
nd

in
g 

fo
r 

th
e 

pr
og

ra
m

 is
 a

pp
ro

xi
m

at
el

y 
$4

00
,0

00
. A

 3
5%

 m
at

ch
 o

f 
no

n-
fe

de
ra

l f
un

ds
 a

nd
/o

r i
n-

ki
nd

 c
on

tri
bu

tio
ns

. D
ep

ar
tm

en
t m

at
ch

in
g 

fu
nd

s t
yp

ic
al

ly
 c

om
e 

fr
om

 th
e 

Fu
tu

re
 F

ish
er

ie
s p

ro
gr

am
. F

W
P 

ha
s 

ex
pe

rie
nc

ed
 d

iffi
cu

lty
 in

 u
sin

g 
al

l o
f 

th
e 

fe
de

ra
l f

un
ds

 a
va

ila
bl

e 
to

 it
 fo

r 
th

is 
pr

og
ra

m
 b

ec
au

se
 it

 is
 v

ol
un

ta
ry

 a
nd

 th
er

e 
ar

e 
no

 sp
ec

ifi
c 

in
ce

nt
iv

es
 

fo
r i

nd
iv

id
ua

l l
an

do
w

ne
rs

 to
 p

ar
tic

ip
at

e 
in

 th
e 

pr
og

ra
m

.

M
ar

k 
Le

re
 

(4
06

) 4
44

-2
43

2
M

on
ta

na
 F

W
P

m
le

re
@

m
t.g

ov

ht
tp

:/
/f

w
p.

m
t.g

ov
/h

ab
ita

t/
fis

he
rie

sr
es

to
ra

tio
n.

as
p

H
ab

ita
t M

on
ta

na
T

he
 p

ur
po

se
 o

f 
H

ab
ita

t M
on

ta
na

 is
 to

 p
re

se
rv

e 
im

po
rt

an
t h

ab
ita

ts
 

th
at

 a
re

 se
ve

re
ly

 th
re

at
en

ed
. T

he
 p

ro
gr

am
 fo

cu
se

s o
n 

th
e 

pr
ot

ec
tio

n 
of

 
St

ev
e 

K
na

pp
 

(4
06

) 4
44

-4
71

7



60  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

th
re

e 
ha

bi
ta

t t
yp

es
: 1

) I
nt

er
m

ou
nt

ai
n 

gr
as

sla
nd

s –
 im

po
rt

an
t h

ab
ita

ts
 

th
at

 a
re

 th
re

at
en

ed
 b

y 
su

b-
di

vi
sio

ns
; 2

) R
ip

ar
ia

n 
ha

bi
ta

ts
; a

nd
, 3

) 
Sa

ge
br

us
h-

gr
as

sla
nd

s. 
H

ab
ita

t p
rio

rit
ie

s f
or

 H
ab

ita
t M

on
ta

na
 o

ve
rla

p 
w

ith
 th

os
e 

of
 C

FW
C

S.
 A

nd
, C

FW
C

S 
va

lid
at

ed
 th

e 
ha

bi
ta

t p
rio

rit
ie

s. 
H

ab
ita

t M
on

ta
na

 p
ro

je
ct

s a
ll 

oc
cu

r i
n 

Ti
er

 1
 a

nd
 T

ie
r 2

 a
re

as
.

A
cc

or
di

ng
 to

 F
W

P 
C

om
m

iss
io

n 
gu

id
an

ce
, H

ab
ita

t M
on

ta
na

 p
ro

je
ct

s 
m

us
t p

ro
te

ct
 h

ab
ita

ts
; m

us
t p

ro
vi

de
 a

 p
ub

lic
 b

en
efi

t o
f 

re
cr

ea
tio

n 
op

po
rt

un
iti

es
; a

nd
, m

us
t b

e 
di

st
rib

ut
ed

 st
at

ew
id

e. 
FW

P 
ty

pi
ca

lly
 

us
es

 th
es

e 
fu

nd
s t

o 
pu

rc
ha

se
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

ea
se

m
en

ts
 fr

om
 w

ill
in

g 
se

lle
rs

. P
ro

je
ct

s i
m

pl
em

en
te

d 
un

de
r t

hi
s p

ro
gr

am
 ty

pi
ca

lly
 re

qu
ire

 a
 

m
an

ag
em

en
t p

la
n 

an
d 

hu
nt

in
g 

ac
ce

ss
.

H
ab

ita
t M

on
ta

na
 h

as
 a

 fo
cu

s t
o 

co
ns

er
ve

 in
ta

ct
, n

at
iv

e 
ha

bi
ta

ts.
 It

 d
oe

s 
no

t h
av

e 
a 

re
st

or
at

io
n 

co
m

po
ne

nt
. H

ab
ita

t M
on

ta
na

 fu
nd

s m
ay

 b
e 

us
ed

 
to

 m
at

ch
 S

W
G

 fu
nd

s. 
H

ab
ita

t M
on

ta
na

 is
 fu

nd
ed

 a
 $

6,
18

0,
00

0 
fo

r t
he

 
FY

 0
8/

09
 b

ie
nn

iu
m

.

Fo
re

st
 L

eg
ac

y 
Pr

og
ra

m
M

on
ta

na
’s 

Fo
re

st
 L

eg
ac

y 
Pr

og
ra

m
 is

 d
es

ig
ne

d 
to

 c
on

se
rv

e 
fo

re
st

 la
nd

s 
an

d 
to

 m
ai

nt
ai

n 
na

tu
ra

l a
nd

 p
ub

lic
 v

al
ue

s b
y 

as
sis

tin
g 

w
ith

 th
e 

pu
rc

ha
se

 
of

 c
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
ea

se
m

en
ts

 o
r f

ee
-ti

tle
 o

n 
pr

iv
at

e 
fo

re
st

 la
nd

s. 
T

he
 

pr
og

ra
m

 e
m

ph
as

iz
es

 m
ai

nt
en

an
ce

 o
f 

w
or

ki
ng

 fo
re

st
s, 

w
hi

le
 p

ro
te

ct
in

g 
w

at
er

sh
ed

s a
nd

 w
at

er
 q

ua
lit

y 
an

d 
pr

om
ot

in
g 

su
st

ai
na

bl
e 

fo
re

st
ry

, 
re

cr
ea

tio
n,

 fo
re

st
 h

ab
ita

ts,
 a

nd
 T

&
E

 sp
ec

ie
s. 

La
nd

ow
ne

r p
ar

tic
ip

at
io

n 
in

 th
e 

pr
og

ra
m

 is
 c

om
pl

et
el

y 
vo

lu
nt

ar
y. 

T
he

ir 
la

nd
s m

us
t b

e 
fo

re
st

ed
 

an
d 

fa
ll 

w
ith

in
 d

es
ig

na
te

d 
fo

re
st

 le
ga

cy
 a

re
as

.

Si
nc

e 
20

00
, t

he
 F

or
es

t L
eg

ac
y 

pr
og

ra
m

 h
as

 b
ro

ug
ht

 $
26

 M
 in

to
 

M
on

ta
na

. T
he

 p
ro

gr
am

 is
 fu

nd
ed

 n
at

io
na

lly
, t

hr
ou

gh
 c

om
pe

tit
iv

e 
gr

an
ts.

 T
he

 fu
nd

s c
om

e 
to

 F
W

P 
an

d 
ar

e 
th

en
 re

-g
ra

nt
ed

 to
 th

e 
pa

rt
ne

rs
. F

W
P 

w
or

ks
 w

ith
 a

n 
ad

vi
so

ry
 c

om
m

itt
ee

 to
 e

va
lu

at
e 

pr
op

os
al

s, 
bu

t r
et

ai
ns

 re
sp

on
sib

ili
ty

 fo
r t

he
 fi

na
l r

ec
om

m
en

da
tio

n.
 E

as
em

en
ts

 
ac

qu
ire

d 
w

ith
 th

es
e 

fu
nd

s a
re

 h
el

d 
by

 F
W

P.
 F

W
P 

re
ta

in
s r

ep
or

tin
g 

an
d 

St
ev

e 
K

na
pp

 
(4

06
) 4

44
-4

71
7

M
on

ta
na

 F
W

P
sk

na
pp

@
m

t.g
ov

ht
tp

:/
/f

w
p.

m
t.g

ov
/

ha
bi

ta
t/

fo
re

st
le

ga
cy

.as
p

M
on

ta
na

 F
W

P
sk

na
pp

@
m

t.g
ov



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  61

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

ac
co

un
ta

bi
lit

y 
re

sp
on

sib
ili

tie
s. 

T
he

 p
ro

gr
am

 re
qu

ire
s a

 2
5%

 m
at

ch
, 

w
hi

ch
 ty

pi
ca

lly
 is

 o
ff

er
ed

 b
y 

a 
la

nd
 tr

us
t o

r d
on

at
ed

 b
y 

th
e 

la
nd

ow
ne

r.

U
pl

an
d 

G
am

e 
B

ird
 P

ro
gr

am
T

he
 U

pl
an

d 
G

am
e 

Bi
rd

 P
ro

gr
am

 p
ro

vi
de

s c
os

t-s
ha

re
d 

fu
nd

s t
o 

pr
iv

at
e 

la
nd

ow
ne

rs
 to

 d
ev

el
op

 u
pl

an
d 

ga
m

e 
bi

rd
 h

ab
ita

t. 
T

he
se

 p
ro

je
ct

s m
ay

 
in

cl
ud

e 
es

ta
bl

ish
in

g 
an

d 
m

ai
nt

ai
ni

ng
 sh

el
te

rb
el

ts,
 p

la
nt

in
g 

ne
st

in
g 

co
ve

r a
nd

 fo
od

 p
lo

ts
 a

nd
 im

pl
em

en
tin

g 
im

pr
ov

ed
 g

ra
zi

ng
 m

an
ag

em
en

t 
sy

st
em

s. 
Pr

oj
ec

ts
 m

us
t b

e 
op

en
 to

 so
m

e 
fr

ee
 p

ub
lic

 g
am

e 
bi

rd
 h

un
tin

g 
an

d 
us

ua
lly

 in
vo

lv
e 

at
 le

as
t 1

60
 c

on
tig

uo
us

 a
cr

es
 o

f 
la

nd
.

FW
P 

al
so

 fu
nd

s s
ag

eb
ru

sh
 le

as
es

 th
ro

ug
h 

th
is 

pr
og

ra
m

. S
ag

eb
ru

sh
 

le
as

es
 a

re
 3

0-
ye

ar
 a

gr
ee

m
en

ts
 th

at
 p

re
cl

ud
e 

sa
ge

br
us

h 
sp

ra
yi

ng
 a

nd
 

bu
rn

in
g. 

T
he

 le
as

e 
pa

ys
 a

 o
ne

-ti
m

e 
pa

ym
en

t o
f 

$1
2/

ac
re

. T
he

 p
ro

gr
am

 
is 

in
te

nd
ed

 to
 b

en
efi

t s
ag

e 
gr

ou
se

, b
ut

 th
e 

pr
og

ra
m

 p
ro

vi
de

s b
en

efi
ts

 
fo

r a
ll 

sa
ge

br
us

h 
ob

lig
at

e 
sp

ec
ie

s. 
17

5,
00

0 
ac

re
s a

re
 e

nr
ol

le
d 

in
 th

e 
pr

og
ra

m
. W

or
ki

ng
 in

 c
oo

pe
ra

tio
n 

w
ith

 N
RC

S 
an

d 
th

e 
Pr

ai
rie

 P
ot

ho
le

 
Jo

in
t V

en
tu

re
, f

un
ds

 fr
om

 th
is 

pr
og

ra
m

 a
lso

 h
av

e 
be

en
 u

se
d 

to
 su

pp
or

t 
w

or
k 

w
ith

 p
riv

at
e 

la
nd

ow
ne

rs
 to

 c
on

se
rv

e 
w

et
la

nd
s.

T
he

 u
pl

an
d 

ga
m

e 
bi

rd
 p

ro
gr

am
 is

 fu
nd

ed
 a

 $
1,

25
8,

00
0 

fo
r t

he
 F

Y
 

08
/0

9 
bi

en
ni

um
.

Ri
ck

 N
or

th
up

 
(4

06
) 4

44
-5

63
3

M
on

ta
na

 F
W

P
rn

ur
th

up
@

m
t.g

ov

ht
tp

:/
/f

w
p.

m
t.g

ov
/w

ild
th

in
gs

/
up

la
nd

ga
m

eb
ird

/b
ro

ch
ur

e.h
tm

l

Sp
ec

ia
l L

ic
en

se
 A

uc
tio

n
T

he
 M

on
ta

na
 L

eg
isl

at
ur

e 
au

th
or

iz
ed

 th
e 

Fi
sh

, W
ild

lif
e 

an
d 

Pa
rk

s 
C

om
m

iss
io

n 
to

 se
ll,

 th
ro

ug
h 

pu
bl

ic
 a

uc
tio

n,
 o

ne
 e

ac
h 

bi
gh

or
n 

sh
ee

p,
 m

oo
se

, g
oa

t, 
el

k 
an

d 
m

ul
e 

de
er

 li
ce

ns
e 

pe
r y

ea
r. 

A
s p

re
sc

rib
ed

 
by

 e
na

bl
in

g 
le

gi
sla

tio
n,

 fu
nd

in
g 

is 
to

 b
e 

us
ed

 fo
r t

he
 b

en
efi

ci
al

 
m

an
ag

em
en

t o
f 

th
e 

id
en

tifi
ed

 sp
ec

ie
s. 

Fu
nd

in
g 

is 
ty

pi
ca

lly
 a

llo
ca

te
d 

fo
r s

pe
ci

fic
 su

rv
ey

 w
or

k 
to

 d
ea

l w
ith

 lo
ca

liz
ed

 is
su

es
, c

ap
tu

re
 a

nd
 

re
lo

ca
tio

n 
ef

fo
rt

s, 
re

se
ar

ch
 e

ff
or

ts,
 h

ab
ita

t e
nh

an
ce

m
en

t a
nd

 h
er

d 
he

al
th

 is
su

es
 o

r i
n 

th
e 

ca
se

 o
f 

bi
gh

or
n 

sh
ee

p,
 a

 p
or

tio
n 

of
 th

e 
fu

nd
in

g 
is 

al
lo

ca
te

d 
to

 a
 c

ap
ita

l a
cc

ou
nt

 fo
r h

ab
ita

t p
ro

te
ct

io
n.

 T
he

 sh
ee

p 
au

ct
io

n 
is 

fu
nd

ed
 a

t $
25

0,
00

0 
fo

r t
he

 F
Y

 0
8/

09
 b

ie
nn

iu
m

.

Q
ue

nt
in

 K
uj

al
a

(4
06

) 4
44

-5
67

2
M

on
ta

na
 F

W
P

qk
uj

al
a@

m
t.g

ov

ht
tp

:/
/f

w
p.

m
t.g

ov
/h

ab
ita

t/
do

lla
rs

.h
tm

l



62  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

M
ig

ra
to

ry
 B

ird
 S

ta
m

p
Re

ve
nu

es
 g

en
er

at
ed

 fr
om

 th
e 

sa
le

 o
f 

w
at

er
fo

w
l l

ic
en

se
s a

re
 e

ar
m

ar
ke

d 
fo

r t
he

 p
ro

te
ct

io
n,

 c
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
an

d 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t o
f 

M
on

ta
na

 
w

et
la

nd
s. 

T
hi

s p
ro

gr
am

 is
 fu

nd
ed

 a
t $

36
0,

00
0 

fo
r t

he
 F

Y
 0

8/
09

 
bi

en
ni

um
.

Ri
ck

 N
or

th
up

 
(4

06
) 4

44
-5

63
3

M
on

ta
na

 F
ish

, W
ild

lif
e 

an
d 

Pa
rk

s
rn

ur
th

up
@

m
t.g

ov

M
on

ta
na

 W
et

la
nd

s 
Le

ga
cy

T
he

 M
iss

io
n 

of
 th

is 
pr

og
ra

m
 is

 to
 c

re
at

e 
a 

W
et

la
nd

s L
eg

ac
y 

fo
r 

M
on

ta
na

 b
y 

pr
ot

ec
tin

g,
 re

st
or

in
g,

 a
nd

 e
nh

an
ci

ng
 M

on
ta

na
’s 

w
et

la
nd

s, 
rip

ar
ia

n 
ar

ea
s, 

an
d 

as
so

ci
at

ed
 u

pl
an

ds
 th

ro
ug

h 
a 

fu
lly

 in
te

gr
at

ed
, 

vo
lu

nt
ar

y 
pa

rt
ne

rs
hi

p.
 T

he
 L

eg
ac

y 
is 

a 
pa

rt
ne

rs
hi

p 
am

on
g 

st
at

e 
an

d 
fe

de
ra

l a
ge

nc
ie

s a
nd

 n
on

-g
ov

er
nm

en
ta

l o
rg

an
iz

at
io

ns
, c

oo
rd

in
at

ed
 

by
 F

W
P.

 E
ac

h 
ye

ar
, t

he
 L

eg
ac

y 
w

or
ks

 to
 p

ro
te

ct
 5

0,
00

0 
ac

re
s o

f 
ec

ol
og

ic
al

ly
 im

po
rt

an
t w

et
la

nd
s, 

rip
ar

ia
n 

ar
ea

s, 
an

d 
as

so
ci

at
ed

 
w

at
er

sh
ed

 la
nd

s. 
T

he
 p

ro
gr

am
 is

 fu
nd

ed
 fr

om
 a

 v
ar

ie
ty

 o
f 

ex
ist

in
g 

fu
nd

in
g 

so
ur

ce
s.

To
m

 H
in

z 
(4

06
) 9

94
-7

88
9

M
on

ta
na

 F
W

P
th

in
z@

m
t.g

ov

w
w

w.
w

et
la

nd
sle

ga
cy

.o
rg

W
ild

lif
e 

M
iti

ga
tio

n 
Tr

us
t

T
he

 W
ild

lif
e 

M
iti

ga
tio

n 
Pr

og
ra

m
 fo

r L
ib

by
 a

nd
 H

un
gr

y 
H

or
se

 D
am

s 
in

iti
at

ed
 in

 1
98

7 
ai

m
s t

o 
re

pl
ac

e 
w

ild
lif

e 
an

d 
ha

bi
ta

t l
os

t d
ur

in
g 

th
e 

da
m

s’ 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t. 
Th

e 
W

ild
lif

e 
M

iti
ga

tio
n 

A
gr

ee
m

en
t s

ig
ne

d 
by

 th
e 

St
at

e 
of

 M
on

ta
na

, M
on

ta
na

 F
ish

, W
ild

lif
e 

&
 P

ar
ks

 a
nd

 B
on

ne
vi

lle
 

Po
w

er
 A

dm
in

ist
ra

tio
n 

tra
ns

fe
rr

ed
 $

12
.5

 m
ill

io
n 

to
 a

 st
at

e 
tr

us
t a

cc
ou

nt
 

w
ith

 b
ot

h 
pr

in
ci

pa
l a

nd
 in

te
re

st
 e

ar
m

ar
ke

d 
to

 fi
na

nc
e 

th
e 

pr
og

ra
m

. 
Pr

oj
ec

ts
 m

ay
 in

cl
ud

e 
ha

bi
ta

t e
nh

an
ce

m
en

ts,
 le

as
es

, c
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
ea

se
m

en
ts

 o
r f

ee
-ti

tle
 a

cq
ui

sit
io

ns
 a

gr
ee

d 
to

 b
y 

w
ill

in
g 

la
nd

ow
ne

rs
.

T
he

 m
iti

ga
tio

n 
pr

og
ra

m
 h

as
 th

e 
ab

ili
ty

 to
 le

ve
ra

ge
 fu

nd
s f

ro
m

 N
AW

C
A

 
gr

an
ts,

 H
C

P 
gr

an
ts,

 F
or

es
t L

eg
ac

y 
an

d 
Fa

rm
 &

 R
an

ch
 g

ra
nt

s t
o 

ac
co

m
pl

ish
 la

rg
er

 la
nd

 tr
an

sa
ct

io
ns

. W
ild

lif
e 

m
iti

ga
tio

n 
in

 n
or

th
w

es
te

rn
 

M
on

ta
na

 a
lso

 is
 fu

lly
 in

te
gr

at
ed

 w
ith

 th
e 

Av
ist

a 
re

-li
ce

ns
in

g 
ag

re
em

en
t.

T
he

 m
iti

ga
tio

n 
tr

us
t b

al
an

ce
 is

 c
ur

re
nt

ly
 m

or
e 

th
at

 $
11

M
. C

ur
re

nt
ly,

 th
e 

pr
og

ra
m

 sp
en

ds
 $

20
0,

00
0/

ye
ar

 in
 tr

us
t r

ev
en

ue
 w

ith
 a

n 
ad

di
tio

na
l $

10
0 

A
la

n 
W

oo
d 

(4
06

) 7
51

-4
59

5
M

on
ta

na
 F

W
P

aw
oo

d@
m

t.g
ov

ht
tp

:/
/f

w
p.

m
t.g

ov
/h

ab
ita

t/
w

ild
lif

em
iti

ga
tio

n.
as

p

ht
tp

:/
/f

w
p.

m
t.g

ov
/h

ab
ita

t/
w

ild
lif

em
iti

ga
tio

n.
as

p



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  63

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

to
 $

15
0k

/y
ea

r a
cc

um
ul

at
in

g 
in

 th
e 

tr
us

t. 
Th

e 
tr

us
t s

up
po

rt
s 2

 st
af

f 
pe

op
le.

 T
he

 fo
cu

s o
f 

th
ei

r w
or

k 
is 

pa
rt

ne
rs

hi
ps

 w
ith

 la
nd

 tr
us

ts
; d

oi
ng

 
ha

bi
ta

t e
nh

an
ce

m
en

t w
ith

 U
SF

S;
 a

nd
, p

ay
in

g 
fo

r fi
xe

d 
co

st
s (

tit
le

 w
or

k,
 

ap
pr

ai
sa

ls,
 e

tc
.) 

fo
r p

ro
je

ct
s c

om
pl

et
ed

 in
 c

oo
pe

ra
tio

n 
w

ith
 th

e 
la

nd
 

tr
us

ts.

Fi
sh

er
ie

s 
M

iti
ga

tio
n

T
he

 F
ish

er
ie

s M
iti

ga
tio

n 
Pr

og
ra

m
 a

im
s t

o 
pr

ot
ec

t, 
m

iti
ga

te
 a

nd
 

en
ha

nc
e 

fis
he

rie
s a

nd
 fi

sh
 h

ab
ita

ts
 a

ff
ec

te
d 

by
 L

ib
by

 a
nd

 H
un

gr
y 

H
or

se
 D

am
s. 

Su
b-

ba
sin

 p
la

ns
 h

av
e 

be
en

 d
ev

el
op

ed
 fo

r t
he

 K
oo

te
na

i 
an

d 
Fl

at
he

ad
 ri

ve
r d

ra
in

ag
es

. T
he

se
 p

la
ns

 d
efi

ne
 th

e 
ne

ed
s f

or
 a

ll 
of

 
th

e 
fis

he
rie

s a
nd

 w
ild

lif
e 

re
so

ur
ce

s t
ha

t h
av

e 
be

en
 im

pa
ct

ed
 b

y 
hy

dr
o-

el
ec

tri
c 

po
w

er
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t i

n 
th

e 
su

b-
ba

sin
s. 

T
he

se
 p

la
ns

 h
av

e 
be

en
 

am
en

de
d 

in
to

 th
e 

N
or

th
w

es
t P

ow
er

 P
la

nn
in

g 
C

ou
nc

il’s
 C

ol
um

bi
a 

Ba
sin

 F
ish

 a
nd

 W
ild

lif
e 

Pl
an

. T
he

se
 su

b-
ba

sin
 p

la
ns

 a
nd

 C
FW

C
S 

ar
e 

co
m

pa
tib

le
, e

sp
ec

ia
lly

 in
 th

e 
id

en
tifi

ca
tio

n 
of

 c
or

e 
ar

ea
s a

nd
 c

or
rid

or
s 

be
tw

ee
n 

co
re

 a
re

as
 fo

r p
ro

te
ct

io
n.

FW
P,

 th
e 

C
on

fe
de

ra
te

d 
Sa

lis
h 

an
d 

K
oo

te
na

i T
rib

es
 a

nd
 B

on
ne

vi
lle

 
Po

w
er

 A
dm

in
ist

ra
tio

n 
ar

e 
de

ve
lo

pi
ng

 m
em

or
an

da
 o

f 
ag

re
em

en
t 

re
ga

rd
in

g 
fis

he
rie

s m
iti

ga
tio

n 
fo

r t
he

 F
la

th
ea

d 
Ri

ve
r. 

T
hi

s p
ro

gr
am

 
pr

ov
id

es
 $

15
 m

ill
io

n 
ov

er
 th

e 
ne

xt
 th

re
e 

ye
ar

s t
o 

FW
P 

an
d 

th
e 

Tr
ib

es
 

fo
r fi

sh
er

ie
s m

iti
ga

tio
n.

Br
ia

n 
M

ar
ot

z 
(4

06
) 7

51
-4

54
6

M
on

ta
na

 F
W

P
bm

ar
ot

z@
m

t.g
ov

P
ro

gr
am

s A
dm

in
is

te
re

d 
by

 M
on

ta
na

 D
ep

ar
tm

en
t 

of
 

N
at

ur
al

 R
es

ou
rc

es
 &

 C
on

se
rv

at
io

n

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
&

 R
es

ou
rc

e 
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t D

iv
is

io
n

T
he

 C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
D

ist
ric

ts
 B

ur
ea

u 
Lo

an
 a

nd
 G

ra
nt

 P
ro

gr
am

 p
ro

vi
de

s 
te

ch
ni

ca
l a

nd
 fi

na
nc

ia
l a

ss
ist

an
ce

 fo
r v

ar
io

us
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

pr
og

ra
m

s. 
Lo

an
s a

nd
 g

ra
nt

s a
re

 is
su

ed
 to

 th
e 

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
D

ist
ric

ts
 w

hi
ch

 
sp

on
so

r t
he

 p
ro

je
ct

 a
pp

lic
at

io
ns

.  
Lo

an
s a

nd
 g

ra
nt

s a
re

 a
va

ila
bl

e 
to

 
su

pp
or

t l
oc

al
 a

dm
in

ist
ra

tio
n,

 w
at

er
sh

ed
 p

la
nn

in
g,

 e
du

ca
tio

n 
an

d 
ra

ng
e 

im
pr

ov
em

en
ts.

St
ev

e 
Sc

hm
itz

 
(4

06
) 4

44
-6

69
1

M
on

ta
na

 D
N

RC
ss

ch
m

itz
@

m
t.g

ov



64  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

Re
ne

w
ab

le
 R

es
ou

rc
e 

Pr
oj

ec
t P

la
nn

in
g 

gr
an

ts
 a

re
 a

ut
ho

riz
ed

 b
y 

th
e 

M
on

ta
na

 L
eg

isl
at

ur
e 

to
 a

ss
ist

 p
ub

lic
 e

nt
iti

es
 in

 th
e 

pl
an

ni
ng

 a
nd

 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t o
f 

re
ne

w
ab

le
 re

so
ur

ce
 g

ra
nt

 a
pp

lic
at

io
ns

 fo
r p

ro
je

ct
s t

ha
t 

m
ea

su
ra

bl
y 

co
ns

er
ve

, d
ev

el
op

, m
an

ag
e, 

or
 p

ro
te

ct
 M

on
ta

na
’s 

re
ne

w
ab

le
 

re
so

ur
ce

s.

Re
cl

am
at

io
n 

an
d 

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t p
ro

je
ct

 p
la

nn
in

g 
gr

an
ts

 a
re

 a
ut

ho
riz

ed
 

by
 th

e 
M

on
ta

na
 L

eg
isl

at
ur

e 
an

d 
pr

ov
id

e 
up

 to
 $

50
,0

00
 p

er
 p

ro
je

ct
 to

 
lo

ca
l g

ov
er

nm
en

ts
 to

 p
ro

cu
re

 c
on

su
lti

ng
/e

ng
in

ee
rin

g 
se

rv
ic

es
 fo

r t
he

 
de

sig
n 

of
 n

at
ur

al
 re

so
ur

ce
 p

ro
je

ct
s.

T
he

 R
ec

la
m

at
io

n 
an

d 
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t G

ra
nt

s P
ro

gr
am

 is
 d

es
ig

ne
d 

to
 

fu
nd

 p
ro

je
ct

s t
ha

t c
om

pe
ns

at
e 

M
on

ta
na

 c
iti

ze
ns

 fo
r t

he
 e

ff
ec

ts
 o

f 
ex

pl
or

at
io

n 
an

d 
m

in
in

g 
on

 M
on

ta
na

 la
nd

s a
nd

 p
ro

je
ct

s t
ha

t s
er

ve
 th

e 
pu

bl
ic

 in
te

re
st

 a
nd

 th
e 

St
at

e 
of

 M
on

ta
na

. F
un

di
ng

 fo
r t

hi
s p

ro
gr

am
 

is 
de

riv
ed

 fr
om

 in
te

re
st

 in
co

m
e 

fr
om

 th
e 

re
so

ur
ce

 In
de

m
ni

ty
 T

ru
st

 
Fu

nd
. T

hi
s f

un
d 

re
ce

iv
es

 p
ro

ce
ed

s f
ro

m
 ta

xe
s l

ev
ie

d 
on

 m
in

er
al

 
pr

od
uc

tio
n.

 T
he

 L
eg

isl
at

ur
e 

ha
s a

llo
ca

te
d 

$3
 m

ill
io

n 
of

 th
e 

in
te

re
st

 
in

co
m

e 
fr

om
 th

e 
Re

so
ur

ce
 In

de
m

ni
ty

 T
ru

st
 F

un
d 

to
 th

e 
Re

cl
am

at
io

n 
an

d 
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t G

ra
nt

s P
ro

gr
am

. G
ra

nt
s a

re
 li

m
ite

d 
to

 $
30

0,
00

0 
pe

r 
pr

oj
ec

t.

T
he

 M
on

ta
na

 L
eg

isl
at

ur
e 

es
ta

bl
ish

ed
 th

e 
Re

ne
w

ab
le

 R
es

ou
rc

e 
G

ra
nt

 a
nd

 L
oa

n 
Pr

og
ra

m
 to

 fu
nd

 th
e 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n,

 m
an

ag
em

en
t, 

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t a

nd
 p

re
se

rv
at

io
n 

of
 M

on
ta

na
’s 

re
ne

w
ab

le
 re

so
ur

ce
s. 

T
he

 
pr

og
ra

m
 p

ro
vi

de
s b

ot
h 

gr
an

t a
nd

 lo
an

 fu
nd

in
g 

fo
r p

ub
lic

 fa
ci

lit
y 

an
d 

ot
he

r p
ro

je
ct

s t
ha

t c
on

se
rv

e, 
m

an
ag

e, 
de

ve
lo

p 
or

 p
ro

te
ct

 M
on

ta
na

’s 
re

ne
w

ab
le

 re
so

ur
ce

s. 
G

ra
nt

s a
re

 li
m

ite
d 

to
 $

10
0,

00
0 

pe
r p

ro
je

ct
; l

oa
ns

 
ar

e 
lim

ite
d 

by
 th

e 
ap

pl
ic

an
t’s

 d
eb

t c
ap

ac
ity

.

Pa
m

 S
m

ith
 

(4
06

) 4
44

-6
83

9
M

on
ta

na
 D

N
RC

pa
m

sm
ith

@
m

t.g
ov

G
re

g 
M

ill
s 

(4
06

) 4
44

-6
66

8
M

on
ta

na
 D

N
RC

gm
ill

s@
m

t.g
ov

ht
tp

:/
/d

nr
c.m

t.g
ov

/c
ar

dd
/

de
fa

ul
t.a

sp

Fo
re

st
ry

 D
iv

is
io

n
T

he
 m

iss
io

n 
of

 th
e 

Fo
re

st
ry

 D
iv

isi
on

 is
 to

 e
ns

ur
e 

su
st

ai
na

bi
lit

y 
of

 
M

on
ta

na
 fo

re
st

s, 
ru

ra
l l

an
ds

, a
nd

 c
om

m
un

iti
es

 th
ro

ug
h 

co
op

er
at

iv
e 

w
ild

la
nd

 fi
re

 p
ro

te
ct

io
n,

 so
un

d 
fo

re
st

 m
an

ag
em

en
t p

ra
ct

ic
es

, a
nd

 b
y 

Lo
w

el
l W

hi
tn

ey
 

(4
06

) 5
42

-4
25

6
M

on
ta

na
 D

N
RC



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  6�

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

pr
om

ot
in

g 
a 

vi
ab

le
 fo

re
st

-b
as

ed
 e

co
no

m
y.

T
he

 F
or

es
tr

y 
D

iv
isi

on
 is

 a
bl

e 
to

 in
co

rp
or

at
e 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

fr
om

 C
FW

C
S 

in
to

 it
s s

tra
te

gi
c 

pl
an

ni
ng

 a
nd

 sp
at

ia
l a

na
ly

sis
 p

ro
ce

ss
es

. T
he

 D
iv

isi
on

 is
 

de
ve

lo
pi

ng
 a

 H
ab

ita
t C

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

Pl
an

. C
FW

C
S 

w
ill

 b
e 

re
fe

re
nc

ed
 in

 
th

at
 d

oc
um

en
t. 

Th
e 

Fo
re

st
 S

te
w

ar
ds

hi
p 

Pr
og

ra
m

 p
ro

vi
de

s c
on

su
lta

tio
n 

se
rv

ic
es

 to
 p

riv
at

e 
la

nd
ow

ne
rs

. T
he

re
 a

re
 o

pp
or

tu
ni

tie
s t

o 
di

ss
em

in
at

e 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
ab

ou
t C

FW
C

S 
th

ro
ug

h 
st

ew
ar

ds
hi

p 
w

or
ks

ho
ps

 a
nd

 to
 

in
co

rp
or

at
e 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

fr
om

 C
FW

C
S 

in
to

 fo
re

st
 st

ew
ar

ds
hi

p 
pl

an
s.

lw
hi

tn
ey

@
m

t.g
ov

ht
tp

:/
/d

nr
c.m

t.g
ov

/f
or

es
tr

y

Tr
us

t L
an

d 
M

an
ag

em
en

t 
D

iv
is

io
n

T
he

 m
iss

io
n 

of
 th

e 
Tr

us
t L

an
d 

M
an

ag
em

en
t D

iv
isi

on
 is

 to
 m

an
ag

e 
th

e 
St

at
e 

of
 M

on
ta

na
’s 

tr
us

t l
an

d 
re

so
ur

ce
s t

o 
pr

od
uc

e 
re

ve
nu

e 
fo

r 
th

e 
tr

us
t b

en
efi

ci
ar

ie
s w

hi
le

 c
on

sid
er

in
g 

en
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l f
ac

to
rs

 a
nd

 
pr

ot
ec

tin
g 

th
e 

fu
tu

re
 in

co
m

e-
ge

ne
ra

tin
g 

ca
pa

ci
ty

 o
f 

th
e 

la
nd

.

T
he

 T
ru

st
 L

an
d 

M
an

ag
em

en
t D

iv
isi

on
 h

as
 d

ev
el

op
ed

 a
 R

ea
l 

E
st

at
e 

M
an

ag
em

en
t P

la
n.

 T
he

 p
la

n 
id

en
tifi

es
 th

e 
ne

ed
 to

 c
on

se
rv

e 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t r
ig

ht
s o

n 
tr

us
t l

an
ds

 th
at

 h
av

e 
hi

gh
 v

al
ue

 fo
r d

ev
el

op
m

en
t 

an
d 

in
cl

ud
es

 a
 fr

am
ew

or
k 

fo
r c

om
pe

ns
at

io
n 

to
 th

e 
sc

ho
ol

 tr
us

t f
or

 
co

ns
er

va
tio

n.
 T

he
 M

on
ta

na
 L

eg
isl

at
ur

e 
ha

s a
ut

ho
riz

ed
 a

 S
ta

te
 L

an
d 

Ba
nk

 F
un

d.
 T

he
 fu

nd
 a

llo
w

s t
he

 T
ru

st
 L

an
d 

M
an

ag
em

en
t D

iv
isi

on
 

to
 se

ll 
pa

rc
el

s o
f 

st
at

e 
la

nd
 a

nd
 u

se
 th

e 
pr

oc
ee

ds
 fr

om
 th

e 
sa

le
s t

o 
pu

rc
ha

se
 o

th
er

 la
nd

, e
as

em
en

ts,
 o

r i
m

pr
ov

em
en

ts
 th

at
 a

re
 li

ke
ly

 to
 

pr
ov

id
e 

gr
ea

te
r o

r e
qu

al
 tr

us
t r

ev
en

ue
. L

an
d 

ba
nk

 a
lso

 p
ro

vi
de

s t
he

 
op

po
rt

un
ity

 fo
r t

he
 T

ru
st

 L
an

d 
M

an
ag

em
en

t D
iv

isi
on

 to
 w

or
k 

w
ith

 
ot

he
r a

ge
nc

ie
s a

nd
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

gr
ou

ps
 to

 e
xc

ha
ng

e 
la

nd
s i

n 
a 

m
an

ne
r 

th
at

 b
ot

h 
be

ne
fit

s b
ot

h 
th

e 
sc

ho
ol

 tr
us

t a
nd

 p
ro

te
ct

s s
ta

te
 la

nd
 p

ar
ce

ls 
th

at
 h

av
e 

hi
gh

 c
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
va

lu
e.

To
m

 S
ch

ul
tz

 
(4

06
) 4

44
-4

97
8

M
on

ta
na

 D
N

RC
ts

ch
ul

tz
@

m
t.g

ov

ht
tp

:/
/d

nr
c.m

t.g
ov

/t
ru

st
/

de
fa

ul
t.a

sp

W
at

er
 M

an
ag

em
en

t B
ur

ea
u

T
he

 W
at

er
 R

es
ou

rc
es

 D
iv

isi
on

 p
ro

m
ot

es
 a

nd
 c

oo
rd

in
at

es
 th

e 
w

ise
 u

se
 

an
d 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n 

of
 M

on
ta

na
’s 

w
at

er
 re

so
ur

ce
s f

or
 c

ur
re

nt
 a

nd
 fu

tu
re

 
ge

ne
ra

tio
ns

. T
he

 W
at

er
 M

an
ag

em
en

t B
ur

ea
u 

su
pp

or
ts

 th
at

 m
iss

io
n 

w
ith

 g
ro

un
d 

an
d 

su
rf

ac
e 

w
at

er
 st

ud
ie

s, 
pl

an
ni

ng
 to

 m
ai

nt
ai

n 
w

at
er

 

Ri
ch

 M
oy

 
(4

06
) 4

44
-6

63
3 

M
on

ta
na

 D
N

RC
rm

oy
@

m
t.g

ov



66  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

qu
al

ity
 a

nd
 q

ua
nt

ity
 a

nd
 su

pp
or

t f
or

 w
at

er
sh

ed
 p

la
nn

in
g.

ht
tp

:/
/d

nr
c.m

t.g
ov

/w
rd

/
w

at
er

_m
gm

t/
de

fa
ul

t.a
sp

P
ro

gr
am

s A
dm

in
is

te
re

d 
by

 M
on

ta
na

 D
ep

ar
tm

en
t 

of
 

E
nv

ir
on

m
en

ta
l Q

ua
lit

y

M
aj

or
 F

ac
ili

ty
 S

iti
ng

 A
ct

A
 c

er
tifi

ca
te

 o
f 

co
m

pl
ia

nc
e 

m
ay

 b
e 

re
qu

ire
d 

fr
om

 th
e 

D
ep

ar
tm

en
t 

of
 E

nv
iro

nm
en

ta
l Q

ua
lit

y 
fo

r c
er

ta
in

 m
aj

or
 p

ip
el

in
es

 a
nd

 e
le

ct
ric

 
tra

ns
m

iss
io

n 
lin

es
. E

xp
lo

ra
tio

n 
fo

r g
eo

th
er

m
al

 re
so

ur
ce

s i
s a

lso
 

re
gu

la
te

d.
 A

ss
oc

ia
te

d 
fa

ci
lit

ie
s s

uc
h 

as
 tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n 

lin
ks

, t
ra

ns
m

iss
io

n 
su

bs
ta

tio
ns

 a
nd

 o
th

er
 fa

ci
lit

ie
s a

ss
oc

ia
te

d 
w

ith
 th

e 
de

liv
er

y 
of

 e
ne

rg
y 

ar
e 

in
cl

ud
ed

. F
ed

er
al

ly
 o

w
ne

d 
or

 c
on

tro
lle

d 
fa

ci
lit

ie
s m

us
t s

at
isf

y 
th

e 
su

bs
ta

nt
iv

e 
cr

ite
ria

 o
f 

th
e 

M
aj

or
 F

ac
ili

ty
 S

iti
ng

 A
ct

 (M
FS

A
). 

Th
e 

M
FS

 
ap

pl
ic

at
io

n 
pr

oc
es

s r
eq

ui
re

s a
pp

lic
an

ts
 to

 c
on

su
lt 

w
ith

 o
th

er
 a

ge
nc

ie
s. 

T
he

 p
ro

ce
ss

 a
lso

 re
qu

ire
s t

he
 a

pp
lic

an
t t

o 
su

bm
it 

m
iti

ga
tio

n 
m

ea
su

re
s 

th
at

 h
av

e 
be

en
 p

ro
po

se
d 

by
 th

e 
ag

en
ci

es
 w

ith
 w

ho
m

 th
ey

 c
on

su
lte

d.
 

Pe
rm

itt
in

g 
re

qu
ire

s a
pp

lic
an

ts
 to

 m
in

im
iz

e 
ad

ve
rs

e 
im

pa
ct

s. 
T

he
re

fo
re

, 
th

er
e 

ar
e 

op
po

rt
un

iti
es

 fo
r u

sin
g 

m
iti

ga
tio

n 
fu

nd
s i

n 
a 

w
ay

 th
at

 a
lso

 
ac

hi
ev

es
 th

e 
pu

rp
os

e 
of

 th
e 

C
FW

C
S.

 M
iti

ga
tio

n 
fo

r p
ot

en
tia

lly
 

sig
ni

fic
an

t i
m

pa
ct

s p
ro

vi
de

s o
pp

or
tu

ni
ty

 fo
r p

ar
tn

er
sh

ip
 p

ro
je

ct
s. 

E
xa

m
pl

es
 in

cl
ud

e 
Av

ist
ac

or
p,

 L
ak

e 
Br

oa
dv

ie
w

 p
ro

je
ct

, M
ad

iso
n/

M
iss

ou
ri 

re
lic

en
sin

g 
an

d 
th

e 
E

xp
re

ss
 P

ip
el

in
e.

To
m

 R
in

g 
(4

06
) 4

44
-6

78
5

M
on

ta
na

 D
E

Q
tri

ng
@

m
t.g

ov

w
w

w.
de

q.
m

t.g
ov

/M
FS

/
in

de
x.

as
p

W
at

er
 P

ro
te

ct
io

n 
B

ur
ea

u
W

at
er

 P
er

m
itt

in
g 

Pr
og

ra
m

 p
er

m
its

 th
e 

di
sc

ha
rg

e 
of

 p
ol

lu
te

d 
w

at
er

s 
in

to
 p

ub
lic

 w
at

er
 w

ay
s. 

W
at

er
 Q

ua
lit

y 
A

ct
 d

oe
s n

ot
 in

cl
ud

e 
an

y 
re

cl
am

at
io

n 
re

qu
ire

m
en

ts.
 P

er
m

its
 a

re
 is

su
ed

 a
cc

or
di

ng
 to

 st
an

da
rd

s 
an

d 
th

e 
pu

rp
os

e 
of

 th
e 

st
an

da
rd

s i
s t

o 
pr

ot
ec

t b
en

efi
ci

al
 u

se
s o

f 
w

at
er

. 
C

on
fin

ed
 A

ni
m

al
 F

ee
di

ng
 O

pe
ra

tio
ns

 (C
A

FO
’s)

 re
qu

ire
 a

 p
er

m
it 

if
 

th
ey

 a
re

 a
ct

iv
el

y 
di

sc
ha

rg
in

g. 
T

he
 F

ar
m

 B
ill

 a
nd

 3
19

 fu
nd

s c
an

 p
ro

vi
de

 
fu

nd
in

g 
to

 re
m

ov
e 

fe
ed

 lo
ts

 o
ut

 o
f 

th
e 

st
re

am
. F

ar
m

 B
ill

 fu
nd

ed
 

pr
oj

ec
ts

 a
lso

 c
an

 b
e 

us
ed

 a
s a

n 
al

te
rn

at
iv

e 
to

 a
 C

A
FO

 p
er

m
it.

 C
FW

C
S 

sh
ou

ld
 b

e 
in

te
gr

at
ed

 in
 th

e 
de

sig
n 

of
 th

os
e 

pr
oj

ec
ts.

Bo
nn

ie
 L

ov
el

ac
e 

(4
06

) 4
44

-4
96

9
M

on
ta

na
 D

E
Q

bl
ov

el
ac

e@
m

t.g
ov

w
w

w.
de

q.
m

t.g
ov

/w
qi

nf
o/

m
pd

es
/c

af
o.

as
p



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  67

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

W
at

er
sh

ed
 P

ro
te

ct
io

n 
Pr

og
ra

m
T

he
 C

le
an

 W
at

er
 A

ct
 h

as
 g

ui
de

d 
w

at
er

 q
ua

lit
y 

im
pr

ov
em

en
t f

or
 o

ve
r 

30
 y

ea
rs

. M
on

ta
na

 w
as

 su
cc

es
sf

ul
 in

 li
m

iti
ng

 p
ol

lu
tio

n 
fr

om
 in

du
st

ria
l 

an
d 

m
un

ic
ip

al
 d

isc
ha

rg
es

 th
ro

ug
h 

po
in

t s
ou

rc
e 

pe
rm

its
. N

ow
 th

e 
ch

al
le

ng
e 

is 
to

 p
ro

te
ct

 a
nd

 re
st

or
e 

w
at

er
 q

ua
lit

y 
af

fe
ct

ed
 b

y 
no

np
oi

nt
 

so
ur

ce
 p

ol
lu

tio
n.

 T
he

 N
on

po
in

t S
ou

rc
e 

Po
llu

tio
n 

Pr
og

ra
m

 is
 d

es
ig

ne
d 

to
 e

nc
ou

ra
ge

 v
ol

un
ta

ry
 p

ol
lu

tio
n 

co
nt

ro
l a

ct
iv

iti
es

, p
ro

vi
de

 g
ui

da
nc

e, 
an

d 
m

at
ch

 lo
ca

l f
un

di
ng

. D
E

Q
 h

as
 c

om
pl

et
ed

 a
 n

on
-p

oi
nt

 so
ur

ce
 

m
an

ag
em

en
t p

la
n 

th
at

 in
co

rp
or

at
es

 a
 w

at
er

sh
ed

 a
pp

ro
ac

h.

T
he

 W
at

er
sh

ed
 P

ro
te

ct
io

n 
Pr

og
ra

m
 a

dm
in

ist
er

s g
ra

nt
s t

hr
ou

gh
 th

e 
31

9 
pr

og
ra

m
. T

hi
s p

ro
gr

am
 p

ro
vi

de
s a

bo
ut

 $
2.

3M
/y

ea
r t

o 
M

on
ta

na
 

to
 fu

nd
 a

ge
nc

y 
ac

tiv
ity

, p
ro

gr
am

 a
dm

in
ist

ra
tio

n 
an

d 
on

-th
e-

gr
ou

nd
 

pl
an

ni
ng

 a
nd

 p
ro

je
ct

s. 
A

pp
ro

xi
m

at
el

y 
ha

lf
 o

f 
th

e 
fu

nd
s a

re
 a

va
ila

bl
e 

fo
r l

oc
al

 p
ro

je
ct

s i
nc

lu
de

 I&
E

, p
la

nn
in

g,
 re

st
or

at
io

n 
an

d 
gr

ou
nd

 w
at

er
 

pr
oj

ec
ts.

 T
he

 3
19

 p
ro

gr
am

 re
qu

ire
s a

 6
0/

40
 m

at
ch

. A
 p

or
tio

n 
of

 th
e 

m
at

ch
 is

 p
ro

vi
de

d 
w

ith
 st

at
e 

ge
ne

ra
l f

un
d.

 L
oc

al
 p

ro
je

ct
s r

eq
ui

re
 lo

ca
l 

in
vo

lv
em

en
t a

nd
 lo

ca
l m

at
ch

in
g 

fu
nd

s. 
E

ac
h 

co
nt

ra
ct

 h
as

 a
 D

E
Q

 
pr

oj
ec

t o
ffi

ce
r a

ss
ig

ne
d 

to
 th

e 
pr

oj
ec

t, 
bu

t t
he

 w
or

k 
is 

ac
co

m
pl

ish
ed

 
at

 th
e 

lo
ca

l l
ev

el
. D

E
Q

 re
ta

in
s r

es
po

ns
ib

ili
ty

 fo
r c

om
pl

ia
nc

e 
w

ith
 th

e 
fe

de
ra

l r
eq

ui
re

m
en

ts
 a

nd
 re

po
rt

in
g.

Ro
be

rt
 R

ay
 

(4
06

) 4
44

-5
31

9
M

on
ta

na
 D

E
Q

rr
ay

@
m

t.g
ov

w
w

w.
de

q.
m

t.g
ov

/w
qi

nf
o/

no
np

oi
nt

/N
on

po
in

t
So

ur
ce

Pr
og

ra
m

.as
p

w
w

w.
de

q.
m

t.g
ov

/
w

qi
nf

o/
no

np
oi

nt
/

20
07

N
O

N
PO

IN
TP

LA
N

/
Fi

na
l/

N
PS

Pl
an

.p
df

w
w

w.
de

q.
m

t.g
ov

/w
qi

nf
o/

no
np

oi
nt

/G
ra

nt
s/

31
9G

ra
nt

s.a
sp

W
et

la
nd

s 
Pr

ot
ec

tio
n 

Pr
og

ra
m

T
he

 D
ep

ar
tm

en
t o

f 
E

nv
iro

nm
en

ta
l Q

ua
lit

y 
st

af
fs

 a
nd

 p
ro

vi
de

s 
le

ad
er

sh
ip

 to
 th

e 
M

on
ta

na
 W

et
la

nd
 C

ou
nc

il.
 T

he
 C

ou
nc

il 
m

ee
ts

 
qu

ar
te

rly
 a

nd
 a

ct
s a

 fo
ru

m
 fo

r a
ll 

st
ak

eh
ol

de
rs

 to
 p

ar
tic

ip
at

e 
in

 
w

et
la

nd
 is

su
es

. W
ith

 D
E

Q
 le

ad
er

sh
ip

, t
he

 C
ou

nc
il 

de
ve

lo
pe

d 
a 

dr
af

t C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
St

ra
te

gy
 fo

r M
on

ta
na

’s 
W

et
la

nd
 a

nd
 S

itu
at

io
n 

A
ss

es
sm

en
t, 

w
hi

ch
 g

ui
de

s t
he

 C
ou

nc
il 

in
 p

ur
su

in
g 

w
et

la
nd

 
co

ns
er

va
tio

n 
ac

tiv
iti

es
. W

et
la

nd
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

pr
io

rit
ie

s a
re

 fu
nd

ed
 b

y 
an

 E
nv

iro
nm

en
ta

l P
ro

te
ct

io
n 

A
ge

nc
y 

gr
an

t p
ro

gr
am

 a
dm

in
ist

er
ed

 b
y 

th
e 

D
E

Q
 W

et
la

nd
 C

oo
rd

in
at

or
. C

ur
re

nt
ly,

 th
er

e 
ar

e 
20

 a
ct

iv
e 

gr
an

t 
pr

oj
ec

ts
 in

vo
lv

in
g 

st
at

e 
an

d 
lo

ca
l g

ov
er

nm
en

ts.

Ly
nd

a 
Sa

ul
 

(4
06

) 4
44

-6
65

2
M

on
ta

na
 D

E
Q

Ls
au

l@
m

t.g
ov

w
w

w.
de

q.
m

t.g
ov

/w
qi

nf
o/

W
et

la
nd

s/
In

de
x.

as
p



6�  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

M
on

ta
na

 D
ep

ar
tm

en
t o

f 
Tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n

T
he

 D
ep

ar
tm

en
t o

f 
Tr

an
sp

or
ta

tio
n’s

 H
ig

hw
ay

 P
ro

gr
am

 re
qu

ire
s 

m
iti

ga
tio

n 
fo

r p
ro

je
ct

s t
ha

t w
ill

 im
pa

ct
 w

et
la

nd
s. 

D
O

T 
is 

re
qu

ire
d 

to
 

m
iti

ga
te

 w
ith

in
 th

e 
w

at
er

sh
ed

 p
rio

r t
o 

th
e 

im
pa

ct
 o

cc
ur

rin
g. 

M
iti

ga
tio

n 
is 

in
cl

ud
ed

 w
ith

in
 th

e 
co

st
 o

f 
th

e 
pr

oj
ec

t. 
D

O
T 

tri
es

 to
 a

cc
om

pl
ish

 a
 

gr
ea

te
r l

ev
el

 o
f 

m
iti

ga
tio

n 
th

at
 th

e 
de

gr
ee

 o
f 

im
pa

ct
, c

on
tri

bu
tin

g 
to

 it
s 

“m
iti

ga
tio

n 
re

se
rv

e 
sy

st
em

”.
 T

he
 S

ta
te

 T
ra

ns
po

rt
at

io
n 

Im
pl

em
en

ta
tio

n 
Pl

an
 id

en
tifi

es
 th

e 
w

et
la

nd
 im

pa
ct

s t
ha

t w
ill

 b
e 

as
so

ci
at

ed
 w

ith
 b

rid
ge

s 
an

d 
m

aj
or

 re
co

ns
tr

uc
tio

ns
; c

om
m

un
ic

at
es

 to
 p

ot
en

tia
l p

ar
tn

er
s f

un
di

ng
 

th
at

 c
ou

ld
 b

e 
av

ai
la

bl
e 

to
 a

ss
ist

 w
ith

 w
et

la
nd

 p
ro

je
ct

s, 
in

 e
xc

ha
ng

e 
fo

r 
th

e 
m

iti
ga

tio
n 

cr
ed

its
 th

at
 w

ou
ld

 a
cc

ru
e 

fr
om

 th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t; 

an
d,

 sp
ec

ifi
es

 
th

at
 th

e 
us

e 
of

 tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
fu

nd
s f

or
 w

et
la

nd
 m

iti
ga

tio
n 

re
qu

ire
 

pe
rp

et
ua

l e
as

em
en

ts,
 w

at
er

 ri
gh

ts
 a

nd
 fe

nc
in

g. 
D

O
T’

s c
ur

re
nt

 p
rio

rit
y 

is 
W

at
er

sh
ed

 1
2,

 th
e 

lo
w

er
 M

iss
ou

ri 
W

at
er

sh
ed

 in
 n

or
th

ea
st

er
n 

M
on

ta
na

.

Bo
nn

ie
 S

te
g 

(4
06

) 4
44

-9
20

5
M

on
ta

na
 D

O
T

bs
te

g@
m

t.g
ov

M
on

ta
na

 D
ep

ar
tm

en
t o

f 
A

gr
ic

ul
tu

re
 –

 N
ox

io
us

 W
ee

d 
Tr

us
t F

un
d

T
he

 M
on

ta
na

 N
ox

io
us

 W
ee

d 
Tr

us
t F

un
d 

gr
an

t p
ro

gr
am

 w
as

 
es

ta
bl

ish
ed

 b
y 

th
e 

19
85

 M
on

ta
na

 L
eg

isl
at

ur
e 

to
 p

ro
vi

de
 fu

nd
in

g 
fo

r t
he

 d
ev

el
op

m
en

t a
nd

 im
pl

em
en

ta
tio

n 
of

 w
ee

d 
m

an
ag

em
en

t 
pr

og
ra

m
s; 

pr
ov

id
e 

fo
r r

es
ea

rc
h 

an
d 

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t o

f 
in

no
va

tiv
e 

w
ee

d 
m

an
ag

em
en

t t
ec

hn
iq

ue
s, 

in
cl

ud
in

g 
bi

ol
og

ic
al

 c
on

tro
l; 

an
d 

to
 su

pp
or

t 
ed

uc
at

io
na

l a
nd

 o
th

er
 re

se
ar

ch
 p

ro
je

ct
s t

ha
t b

en
efi

t M
on

ta
na

 c
iti

ze
ns

. 
T

he
 g

ra
nt

 p
ro

gr
am

 is
 d

es
ig

ne
d 

to
 a

ss
ist

 c
ou

nt
ie

s, 
lo

ca
l c

om
m

un
iti

es
, 

re
se

ar
ch

er
s, 

an
d 

ed
uc

at
or

s i
n 

th
ei

r e
ff

or
ts

 to
 so

lv
e 

a 
va

rie
ty

 o
f 

w
ee

d 
pr

ob
le

m
s i

n 
M

on
ta

na
. T

he
 p

ro
gr

am
 p

ro
vi

de
s c

os
t-s

ha
re

 fu
nd

in
g 

fo
r 

lo
ca

l c
oo

pe
ra

tiv
e 

w
ee

d 
m

an
ag

em
en

t a
re

as
 a

nd
 e

du
ca

tio
n 

an
d 

re
se

ar
ch

 
pr

oj
ec

ts,
 in

cl
ud

in
g 

no
n-

ch
em

ic
al

 re
se

ar
ch

 a
nd

 d
em

on
st

ra
tio

n 
pr

og
ra

m
s. 

Fu
nd

in
g 

is 
ge

ne
ra

lly
 th

ro
ug

h 
a 

go
ve

rn
m

en
t e

nt
ity

 (l
oc

al
 w

ee
d 

di
st

ric
t, 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n 

di
st

ric
t, 

ex
te

ns
io

n 
of

fic
e, 

or
 u

ni
ve

rs
ity

). 
A

pp
ro

xi
m

at
el

y 
$5

00
,0

00
 is

 a
va

ila
bl

e 
to

 fu
nd

 th
es

e 
pr

oj
ec

ts.
 W

ee
d 

m
an

ag
em

en
t i

s a
 

cr
iti

ca
l e

le
m

en
t i

n 
m

an
y 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n 

pr
oj

ec
ts,

 e
sp

ec
ia

lly
 th

os
e 

th
at

 

D
av

e 
Bu

rc
h 

(4
06

) 4
44

-3
14

0
M

on
ta

na
 D

ep
t. 

of
 

A
gr

ic
ul

tu
re

db
ur

ch
@

m
t.g

ov

K
im

 Jo
hn

so
n 

(4
06

) 4
44

-1
51

7
M

on
ta

na
 D

ep
t. 

of
 

A
gr

ic
ul

tu
re

ki
jo

hn
so

n@
m

t.g
ov

ht
tp

:/
/a

gr
.m

t.g
ov

/
w

ee
dp

es
t/

tr
us

tF
un

d.
as

p

P
ro

gr
am

s A
dm

in
is

te
re

d 
by

 O
th

er
 M

on
ta

na
 S

ta
te

 A
ge

nc
ie

s



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  69

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

in
cl

ud
e 

re
st

or
at

io
n.

 W
ee

d 
m

an
ag

em
en

t p
ro

je
ct

s a
lso

 c
an

 b
e 

a 
ca

ta
ly

st
 to

 
br

in
g 

pe
op

le
 to

ge
th

er
 a

ro
un

d 
lo

ca
l c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

iss
ue

s.

G
ov

er
no

r’s
 O

ffi
ce

G
ov

er
no

r S
ch

w
ei

tz
er

 sp
on

so
re

d 
a 

fo
ru

m
 in

 Ju
ne

 2
00

6 
fo

cu
se

d 
on

 
th

e 
to

pi
c 

of
 re

st
or

at
io

n 
an

d 
pr

om
ot

in
g 

a 
re

st
or

at
io

n 
ec

on
om

y 
in

 
M

on
ta

na
. P

ar
tic

ip
an

ts
 in

 th
e 

fo
ru

m
 id

en
tifi

ed
 o

pp
or

tu
ni

tie
s, 

ob
st

ac
le

s 
an

d 
po

te
nt

ia
l p

ol
ic

y 
ch

an
ge

s i
n 

el
ev

en
 d

iff
er

en
t t

he
m

at
ic

 a
re

as
 re

la
te

d 
to

 th
e 

iss
ue

 o
f 

re
st

or
at

io
n.

 F
ro

m
 th

at
 li

st
, t

w
o 

pr
io

rit
ie

s w
er

e 
id

en
tifi

ed
 

fo
r e

ac
h 

of
 th

e 
th

em
es

. T
he

 G
ov

er
no

r’s
 R

es
to

ra
tio

n 
Fo

ru
m

 e
st

ab
lis

he
d 

th
e 

em
er

ge
nc

e 
of

 a
 n

ew
 M

on
ta

na
 e

co
no

m
y, 

on
e 

th
at

’s 
pr

ov
id

in
g 

ne
w

 
bu

sin
es

s o
pp

or
tu

ni
tie

s b
as

ed
 la

rg
el

y 
on

 w
or

k 
to

 re
st

or
e 

la
nd

sc
ap

es
 a

nd
 

ec
os

ys
te

m
s. 

O
ne

 re
su

lt 
of

 th
e 

fo
ru

m
 w

as
 th

e 
G

ov
er

no
r’s

 R
es

to
ra

tio
n 

In
iti

at
iv

e, 
in

tro
du

ce
d 

to
 th

e 
20

07
 L

eg
isl

at
ur

e 
as

 H
B3

88
. T

hi
s l

eg
isl

at
io

n 
w

ou
ld

 h
av

e 
fu

nd
ed

 g
ra

nt
 p

ro
gr

am
s, 

bu
t t

he
 le

gi
sla

tio
n 

di
d 

no
t p

as
s. 

A
s a

n 
al

te
rn

at
iv

e, 
th

e 
G

ov
er

no
r’s

 O
ffi

ce
 h

as
 c

om
m

itt
ed

 $
30

0k
 in

 th
e 

G
ov

er
no

rs
 e

m
er

ge
nc

y 
qu

al
ity

 p
ro

te
ct

io
n 

fu
nd

 a
s a

 c
at

al
ys

t f
or

 d
oi

ng
 

re
st

or
at

io
n 

w
or

k 
an

d 
a 

co
or

di
na

to
r p

os
iti

on
 h

as
 b

ee
n 

es
ta

bl
ish

ed
 

in
 D

N
RC

. T
he

 G
ov

er
no

r’s
 R

es
to

ra
tio

n 
in

iti
at

iv
e 

al
so

 is
 li

nk
ed

 w
ith

 
a 

br
oa

de
r e

ff
or

t b
y 

th
e 

W
es

te
rn

 G
ov

er
no

r’s
 A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n 
w

hi
ch

, i
f 

ad
op

te
d,

 w
ou

ld
 p

ro
vi

de
 fe

de
ra

l f
un

di
ng

 fo
r r

es
to

ra
tio

n 
of

 a
re

as
 in

 th
e 

w
es

t t
ha

t h
av

e 
pr

ev
io

us
ly

 b
ee

n 
de

gr
ad

ed
 b

y 
pr

oj
ec

ts
 th

at
 c

on
tri

bu
te

d 
to

 
th

e 
na

tio
na

l e
co

no
m

y.

H
al

 H
ar

pe
r 

(4
06

) 4
44

-4
45

6
G

ov
er

no
r’s

 O
ffi

ce
hh

ar
pe

r@
m

t.g
ov

w
w

w.
re

st
or

at
io

n.
m

t.g
ov

M
on

ta
na

 D
ep

ar
tm

en
t o

f 
Ju

st
ic

e 
– 

N
at

ur
al

 R
es

ou
rc

e 
D

am
ag

e 
Pr

og
ra

m

D
ec

ad
es

 o
f 

m
in

in
g 

an
d 

m
in

er
al

 p
ro

ce
ss

in
g 

op
er

at
io

ns
 in

 a
nd

 a
ro

un
d 

Bu
tte

 a
nd

 A
na

co
nd

a 
re

le
as

ed
 su

bs
ta

nt
ia

l q
ua

nt
iti

es
 o

f 
ha

za
rd

ou
s 

su
bs

ta
nc

es
 in

to
 th

e 
U

pp
er

 C
la

rk
 F

or
k 

Ri
ve

r B
as

in
 b

et
w

ee
n 

Bu
tte

 a
nd

 
M

ill
to

w
n.

 T
he

se
 h

az
ar

do
us

 su
bs

ta
nc

es
 e

xt
en

siv
el

y 
de

gr
ad

ed
 th

e 
ar

ea
’s 

na
tu

ra
l r

es
ou

rc
es

. I
n 

19
83

, t
he

 S
ta

te
 o

f 
M

on
ta

na
 fi

le
d 

a 
na

tu
ra

l r
es

ou
rc

e 
da

m
ag

e 
law

su
it 

ag
ai

ns
t t

he
 A

tla
nt

ic
 R

ic
hfi

el
d 

C
o.

 (A
RC

O
) t

o 
re

co
ve

r 
da

m
ag

es
 fo

r i
nj

ur
ie

s t
o 

th
e 

w
at

er
, s

oi
ls,

 fi
sh

 a
nd

 w
ild

lif
e 

in
 th

e 
ba

sin
 

an
d 

th
e 

pu
bl

ic
’s 

lo
st

 u
se

 a
nd

 e
nj

oy
m

en
t o

f 
th

es
e 

in
ju

re
d 

re
so

ur
ce

s. 
T

he
 

19
99

 p
ar

tia
l s

et
tle

m
en

t e
ar

m
ar

ke
d 

ab
ou

t $
13

0 
m

ill
io

n 
to

 re
st

or
e 

C
ar

ol
 F

ox
 

(4
06

) 4
44

-0
20

9
M

on
ta

na
 D

ep
t. 

of
 Ju

st
ic

e
cf

ox
@

m
t.g

ov

w
w

w.
do

j.m
t.g

ov
/l

an
ds

/
na

tu
ra

lre
so

ur
ce

/



70  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

or
 re

pl
ac

e 
th

e 
in

ju
re

d 
na

tu
ra

l r
es

ou
rc

es
 in

 th
e 

U
pp

er
 C

la
rk

 F
or

k 
Ri

ve
r 

Ba
sin

. I
n 

ea
rly

 2
00

0,
 th

e 
st

at
e 

fin
al

iz
ed

 th
e 

cr
ite

ria
 a

nd
 p

ro
ce

du
re

s f
or

 
sp

en
di

ng
 th

es
e 

se
ttl

em
en

t f
un

ds
. T

he
 st

at
e 

el
ec

te
d 

to
 e

st
ab

lis
h 

a 
gr

an
t 

pr
oc

es
s a

dm
in

ist
er

ed
 b

y 
N

RD
P.

 G
ov

er
nm

en
t a

ge
nc

ie
s, 

pr
iv

at
e 

en
tit

ie
s 

an
d 

in
di

vi
du

al
s a

re
 a

ll 
el

ig
ib

le
 to

 a
pp

ly
 fo

r r
es

to
ra

tio
n 

fu
nd

s. 
In

 g
en

er
al

, 
re

st
or

at
io

n 
fu

nd
s c

an
 b

e 
us

ed
 o

n 
pr

oj
ec

ts
 th

at
 w

ill
 im

pr
ov

e 
w

at
er

, fi
sh

 
an

d 
w

ild
lif

e 
re

so
ur

ce
s; 

pu
bl

ic
 d

rin
ki

ng
 w

at
er

 su
pp

lie
s; 

an
d,

 n
at

ur
al

 
re

so
ur

ce
-b

as
ed

 re
cr

ea
tio

na
l o

pp
or

tu
ni

tie
s s

uc
h 

as
 h

un
tin

g,
 fi

sh
in

g,
 

hi
ki

ng
 a

nd
 w

ild
lif

e 
w

at
ch

in
g.

M
on

ta
na

 S
ta

te
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 
E

xt
en

si
on

 S
er

vi
ce

T
he

 M
on

ta
na

 S
ta

te
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 R
an

ge
 E

xt
en

sio
n 

pr
og

ra
m

 p
ro

vi
de

s 
pu

bl
ic

 e
du

ca
tio

n 
ab

ou
t c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

an
d 

so
m

e 
as

sis
ta

nc
e 

to
 h

el
p 

pe
op

le
 m

ak
e 

it 
ha

pp
en

. T
he

 ra
ng

e 
ex

te
ns

io
n 

pr
og

ra
m

 in
cl

ud
es

 a
bo

ut
 

25
 w

or
ks

ho
ps

 a
 y

ea
r a

ro
un

d 
th

e 
st

at
e. 

E
xt

en
sio

n 
ca

n 
pr

ov
id

e 
su

pp
or

t 
to

 lo
ca

l w
at

er
sh

ed
 g

ro
up

s –
 e

ith
er

 b
y 

lo
ca

l a
ge

nt
s o

r t
he

 w
or

k 
of

 th
e 

sp
ec

ia
lis

ts.
 T

he
 ra

ng
e 

ex
te

ns
io

n 
pr

og
ra

m
 c

ur
re

nt
ly

 w
or

ks
 d

ire
ct

ly
 w

ith
 

th
e 

Ra
nc

he
r’s

 S
te

w
ar

ds
hi

p 
A

lli
an

ce
, t

he
 B

la
ck

fo
ot

 C
ha

lle
ng

e 
an

d 
th

e 
M

ad
iso

n 
Va

lle
y 

Ra
nc

hl
an

ds
 G

ro
up

.

E
xt

en
sio

n 
ha

s a
n 

es
ta

bl
ish

ed
 le

ve
l o

f 
tr

us
t w

ith
 la

nd
ow

ne
rs

. E
xt

en
sio

n 
sh

ou
ld

 b
e 

ab
le

 to
 h

el
p 

id
en

tif
y 

th
e 

“e
ar

ly
 a

do
pt

er
s”

, “
lo

ca
l c

ha
m

pi
on

s”
, 

et
c. 

an
d,

 th
us

, h
el

p 
to

 b
e 

a 
br

id
ge

 to
 th

e 
lo

ca
l c

om
m

un
ity

 fo
r l

oc
al

 
co

ns
er

va
tio

n 
in

iti
at

iv
es

.

O
ne

 sp
ec

ifi
c 

pr
og

ra
m

, T
he

 U
nd

au
nt

ed
 L

an
d 

St
ew

ar
d 

C
er

tifi
ca

tio
n 

pr
og

ra
m

, i
m

pl
em

en
te

d 
co

op
er

at
iv

el
y 

w
ith

 th
e 

M
on

ta
na

 S
to

ck
gr

ow
er

’s 
A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n,
 re

co
gn

iz
es

 fa
rm

s a
nd

 ra
nc

he
s t

ha
t s

us
ta

in
 th

e 
lo

ng
-te

rm
 

pr
od

uc
tiv

ity
 a

nd
 h

ea
lth

 o
f 

M
on

ta
na

’s 
gr

az
in

g 
la

nd
s. 

C
er

tifi
ca

tio
n 

al
so

 
de

m
on

st
ra

te
s t

ha
t M

on
ta

na
’s 

fa
rm

 a
nd

 ra
nc

h 
fa

m
ili

es
 a

re
 p

re
se

rv
in

g 
M

on
ta

na
’s 

op
en

 sp
ac

e 
an

d 
sc

en
ic

 b
ea

ut
y 

w
hi

le
 p

ro
du

ci
ng

 fo
od

 a
nd

 
fib

er
 u

sin
g 

ag
ric

ul
tu

ra
l p

ra
ct

ic
es

 th
at

 a
re

 e
nv

iro
nm

en
ta

lly
 su

st
ai

na
bl

e. 
T

he
 p

ro
gr

am
 w

or
ks

 w
ith

 in
di

vi
du

al
 la

nd
ow

ne
rs

 to
 c

er
tif

y 
th

os
e 

w
ho

 
ar

e 
pr

ac
tic

in
g 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n.

 T
he

 p
ro

gr
am

 a
lso

 in
cl

ud
es

 1
0-

ye
ar

 te
rm

 

Je
ff

 M
os

le
y 

(4
06

) 9
94

-5
60

1
M

on
ta

na
 S

ta
te

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
jm

os
le

y@
m

on
ta

na
.e

du

w
w

w.
un

da
un

te
ds

te
w

ar
ds

hi
p.

m
on

ta
na

.e
du

/c
er

tifi
ca

te
.h

tm



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  71

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

ea
se

m
en

ts
 th

at
 k

ee
p 

la
nd

 in
 o

pe
n 

sp
ac

e. 
E

du
ca

tio
na

l i
nf

or
m

at
io

n 
th

en
 m

ay
 b

e 
de

ve
lo

pe
d 

ar
ou

nd
 th

es
e 

pr
op

er
tie

s. 
T

he
 p

ro
gr

am
 h

as
 

be
en

 u
se

d 
to

 p
ro

te
ct

 h
ist

or
ic

al
 si

te
s o

n 
pr

iv
at

e 
pr

op
er

ty
 a

nd
 in

cl
ud

ed
 

in
te

rp
re

ta
tio

n 
ar

ou
nd

 th
os

e 
sit

es
.

U
nd

au
nt

ed
 S

te
w

ar
ds

hi
p 

re
ce

iv
es

 fe
de

ra
l f

un
di

ng
 th

at
 p

as
s t

hr
ou

gh
 

BL
M

 to
 M

SU
. A

lth
ou

gh
 fu

tu
re

 fu
nd

in
g 

fo
r t

hi
s p

ro
gr

am
 is

 u
nc

er
ta

in
, 

M
SU

 h
as

 su
ffi

ci
en

t f
un

ds
 to

 c
on

tin
ue

 th
e 

pr
og

ra
m

 fo
r a

no
th

er
 th

re
e 

ye
ar

s w
ith

ou
t a

dd
iti

on
al

 fu
nd

in
g 

an
d 

th
e 

ex
te

ns
io

n 
po

rt
io

n 
of

 th
e 

pr
og

ra
m

 w
ill

 c
on

tin
ue

, r
eg

ar
dl

es
s.

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
M

on
ta

na
Av

ia
n 

Sc
ie

nc
e 

C
en

te
r

T
he

 m
iss

io
n 

of
 th

e 
Av

ia
n 

Sc
ie

nc
e 

C
en

te
r i

s t
o 

pr
om

ot
e 

ec
ol

og
ic

al
 

aw
ar

en
es

s a
nd

 in
fo

rm
ed

 d
ec

isi
on

 m
ak

in
g 

th
ro

ug
h 

th
e 

co
lle

ct
io

n,
 

sy
nt

he
sis

, a
nd

 d
iss

em
in

at
io

n 
of

 sc
ie

nc
e-

ba
se

d 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
on

 w
es

te
rn

 
bi

rd
s. 

T
he

 A
vi

an
 S

ci
en

ce
 C

en
te

r c
on

tri
bu

te
s t

o 
bi

rd
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

ef
fo

rt
s t

hr
ou

gh
 c

oo
rd

in
at

in
g 

an
d 

co
nd

uc
tin

g 
re

se
ar

ch
 a

nd
 m

on
ito

rin
g 

to
 d

et
er

m
in

e 
po

pu
la

tio
n 

st
at

us
 a

nd
 c

au
se

s f
or

 o
bs

er
ve

d 
po

pu
la

tio
n 

de
cl

in
es

. T
he

 A
vi

an
 S

ci
en

ce
 C

en
te

r a
lso

 is
 in

te
re

st
ed

 in
 in

cr
ea

sin
g 

pu
bl

ic
 a

w
ar

en
es

s o
f 

cu
rr

en
t b

ird
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

iss
ue

s. 
T

he
 A

vi
an

 
Sc

ie
nc

e 
C

en
te

r h
as

 d
ev

el
op

ed
 a

 m
on

ito
rin

g 
pl

an
 fo

r n
eo

-tr
op

ic
al

 
m

ig
ra

nt
s, 

ba
se

d 
on

 a
 la

t/
lo

ng
 g

rid
. T

he
 p

ro
je

ct
 in

cl
ud

es
 a

 d
at

a 
ba

se
 

fo
r 1

50
 to

 2
00

 sp
ec

ie
s. 

La
nd

 d
es

cr
ip

tio
ns

 a
re

 a
tta

ch
ed

 to
 e

ac
h 

of
 th

e 
m

on
ito

rin
g 

po
in

ts.
 T

he
 p

ro
je

ct
 p

ro
vi

de
s a

n 
op

po
rt

un
ity

 to
 u

se
 b

ird
 

di
st

rib
ut

io
n 

re
la

tiv
e 

to
 h

ab
ita

t t
yp

es
 a

nd
 a

n 
op

po
rt

un
ity

 to
 e

va
lu

at
e 

th
e 

ef
fe

ct
s o

f 
la

nd
 u

se
, u

sin
g 

bi
rd

s a
s i

nd
ic

at
or

s. 
T

hi
s p

ro
gr

am
 p

ro
vi

de
s 

ba
sic

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

th
at

 is
 a

cc
es

sib
le

 a
nd

 c
an

 su
pp

or
t v

ar
io

us
 la

nd
 

m
an

ag
em

en
t d

ec
isi

on
s.

D
ic

k 
H

ut
to

 
(4

06
) 2

43
-4

29
2

U
 o

f 
M

 A
vi

an
 S

ci
en

ce
 

C
en

te
r

hu
tto

@
m

so
.u

m
t.e

du

ht
tp

:/
/a

vi
an

sc
ie

nc
e.d

bs
.

um
t.e

du
/

M
on

ta
na

 F
is

h,
 W

ild
lif

e 
an

d 
Pa

rk
s 

Fo
un

da
tio

n
T

he
 m

iss
io

n 
of

 th
e 

M
on

ta
na

 F
ish

, W
ild

lif
e 

&
 P

ar
ks

 F
ou

nd
at

io
n 

is 
to

 p
ro

vi
de

 p
riv

at
e 

su
pp

or
t f

or
 p

re
se

rv
in

g 
an

d 
en

ha
nc

in
g 

M
on

ta
na

’s 
na

tu
ra

l, 
cu

ltu
ra

l a
nd

 re
cr

ea
tio

na
l r

es
ou

rc
es

.

Sp
en

ce
 H

eg
st

ad
 

(4
06

) 4
44

-6
75

9
M

on
ta

na
 F

W
P 

Fo
un

da
tio

n
fw

pf
ou

nd
at

io
n@

m
t.g

ov



72  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

A
m

on
g 

its
 o

th
er

 p
ro

gr
am

s, 
th

e 
Fo

un
da

tio
n 

ad
m

in
ist

er
s t

he
 M

on
ta

na
 

Fi
sh

 a
nd

 W
ild

lif
e 

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
Tr

us
t. 

Th
is 

pr
og

ra
m

 w
as

 fu
nd

ed
 

th
ro

ug
h 

th
e 

sa
le

 o
f 

fe
de

ra
l c

ab
in

 si
te

 le
as

es
 a

t C
an

yo
n 

Fe
rr

y 
re

se
rv

oi
r. 

T
he

 p
ro

gr
am

 is
 re

st
ric

tiv
e 

– 
fu

nd
s m

ay
 b

e 
us

ed
 o

nl
y 

fo
r t

he
 p

ur
ch

as
e 

of
 la

nd
 o

r p
ur

ch
as

e 
of

 in
te

re
st

s i
n 

la
nd

, w
ith

 o
f 

th
e 

re
ve

nu
e 

sp
en

t f
or

 
pr

oj
ec

ts
 in

 th
e 

po
rt

io
n 

of
 th

e 
M

iss
ou

ri 
Ri

ve
r w

at
er

sh
ed

, f
ro

m
 T

hr
ee

 
Fo

rk
s t

o 
H

ol
te

r D
am

. S
cr

ee
ni

ng
 c

rit
er

ia
 fo

r p
ro

je
ct

s i
nc

lu
de

 p
ro

te
ct

io
n 

of
 im

po
rt

an
t w

ild
lif

e 
ha

bi
ta

t, 
pr

ot
ec

tio
n 

of
 im

po
rt

an
t fi

sh
 h

ab
ita

t, 
op

po
rt

un
iti

es
 fo

r p
ub

lic
 re

cr
ea

tio
n 

an
d 

pu
bl

ic
 a

cc
es

s. 
M

at
ch

in
g 

fu
nd

s 
ar

e 
no

t r
eq

ui
re

d,
 b

ut
 e

nc
ou

ra
ge

d.
 O

fte
n,

 th
es

e 
fu

nd
s a

re
 su

ffi
ci

en
t t

o 
pr

ov
id

e 
se

ed
 m

on
ey

 a
nd

 a
dd

iti
on

al
 fu

nd
s a

re
 n

ec
es

sa
ry

 to
 c

om
pl

et
e 

th
e 

pr
oj

ec
ts.

T
he

 F
ou

nd
at

io
n 

al
so

 w
ill

 a
dm

in
ist

er
 a

 si
m

ila
r t

ru
st

 th
at

 w
ill

 b
e 

es
ta

bl
ish

ed
 a

s a
 re

su
lt 

of
 th

e 
sa

le
 o

f 
ca

bi
n 

sit
e 

le
as

es
 b

y 
th

e 
C

or
ps

 o
f 

E
ng

in
ee

rs
 o

f 
le

as
es

 w
ith

in
 C

M
R.

 T
he

se
 fu

nd
s m

ay
 o

nl
y 

be
 sp

en
t o

n 
th

e 
C

M
R 

an
d 

w
ith

in
 a

 5
-m

ile
 b

uf
fe

r o
f 

C
M

R.

w
w

w.
m

fw
pf

ou
nd

at
io

n.
or

g/

w
w

w.
m

fw
pf

ou
nd

at
io

n.
or

g/
tr

us
t.h

tm
l

M
on

ta
na

 N
at

ur
al

 H
er

ita
ge

 
Pr

og
ra

m
T

he
 M

on
ta

na
 N

at
ur

al
 H

er
ita

ge
 P

ro
gr

am
 w

as
 e

st
ab

lis
he

d 
by

 th
e 

M
on

ta
na

 S
ta

te
 L

eg
isl

at
ur

e 
in

 1
98

3.
 T

he
 p

ro
gr

am
 is

 o
pe

ra
te

d 
by

 th
e 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
M

on
ta

na
, i

s l
oc

at
ed

 in
 th

e 
M

on
ta

na
 S

ta
te

 L
ib

ra
ry

 a
nd

 
fu

nc
tio

ns
 a

s p
or

t o
f 

th
e 

N
at

ur
al

 R
es

ou
rc

e 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
Sy

st
em

. M
H

P 
is 

th
e 

M
on

ta
na

’s 
so

ur
ce

 fo
r i

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

on
 th

e 
st

at
us

 a
nd

 d
ist

rib
ut

io
n 

of
 o

ur
 n

at
iv

e 
an

im
al

s a
nd

 p
la

nt
s, 

em
ph

as
iz

in
g 

sp
ec

ie
s o

f 
co

nc
er

n 
an

d 
hi

gh
 q

ua
lit

y 
ha

bi
ta

ts
 su

ch
 a

s w
et

la
nd

s. 
M

H
P 

co
lle

ct
s, 

va
lid

at
es

, a
nd

 
di

st
rib

ut
es

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n,

 a
nd

 a
ss

ist
s n

at
ur

al
 re

so
ur

ce
 m

an
ag

er
s a

nd
 

ot
he

rs
 in

 a
pp

ly
in

g 
it 

ef
fe

ct
iv

el
y.

Su
e 

C
ris

pi
n 

(4
06

) 4
44

-3
01

9
M

on
ta

na
 H

er
ita

ge
 P

ro
gr

am
sc

ris
pi

n@
m

t.g
ov

ht
tp

:/
/n

hp
.n

ris
.st

at
e.m

t.u
s/

P
ro

gr
am

s A
dm

in
is

te
re

d 
by

 U
.S

. F
is

h 
&

 W
ild

lif
e 

Se
rv

ic
e

Pa
rt

ne
rs

 fo
r F

is
h 

&
 W

ild
lif

e
T

he
 m

iss
io

n 
of

 th
e 

Pa
rt

ne
rs

 fo
r F

ish
 a

nd
 W

ild
lif

e 
Pr

og
ra

m
 is

 to
 

ef
fic

ie
nt

ly
 a

ch
ie

ve
 v

ol
un

ta
ry

 h
ab

ita
t r

es
to

ra
tio

n 
on

 p
riv

at
e 

la
nd

s, 
Jim

 S
tu

tz
m

an
 

(4
06

) 7
27

-7
40

0 
ex

t. 
24



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  73

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

th
ro

ug
h 

fin
an

ci
al

 a
nd

 te
ch

ni
ca

l a
ss

ist
an

ce
, f

or
 th

e 
be

ne
fit

 o
f 

fe
de

ra
l 

tr
us

t s
pe

ci
es

. T
he

 P
ar

tn
er

s P
ro

gr
am

 p
ro

vi
de

s t
ec

hn
ic

al
 a

nd
 fi

na
nc

ia
l 

as
sis

ta
nc

e 
to

 p
riv

at
e 

la
nd

ow
ne

rs
 a

nd
 T

rib
es

 w
ho

 a
re

 w
ill

in
g 

to
 w

or
k 

w
ith

 U
SF

W
S 

an
d 

ot
he

r p
ar

tn
er

s o
n 

a 
vo

lu
nt

ar
y 

ba
sis

. W
ith

in
 M

on
ta

na
, 

th
is 

pr
og

ra
m

 h
as

 id
en

tifi
ed

 1
0 

fo
cu

s a
re

as
. T

he
 fo

cu
s a

re
as

 a
re

 n
ot

 a
ll 

cu
rr

en
tly

 st
af

fe
d 

an
d 

on
e 

pr
og

ra
m

 g
oa

l i
s t

o 
lo

ca
te

 a
 b

io
lo

gi
st

 w
ith

in
 

ea
ch

 o
f 

th
os

e 
ar

ea
s w

ho
 th

en
 w

ill
 b

e 
re

sp
on

sib
le

 fo
r d

ev
el

op
in

g 
co

ns
er

va
tio

n 
pl

an
 sp

ec
ifi

c 
to

 e
ac

h 
ar

ea
. 

T
he

 M
on

ta
na

 P
ar

tn
er

s P
ro

gr
am

 a
ss

ist
s p

riv
at

e 
la

nd
ow

ne
rs

 to
 re

st
or

e 
w

et
la

nd
s a

nd
 ri

pa
ria

n 
ha

bi
ta

t b
y 

of
fe

rin
g 

te
ch

ni
ca

l a
nd

 fi
na

nc
ia

l 
as

sis
ta

nc
e;

 re
st

or
es

 n
at

iv
e 

pr
ai

rie
 h

ab
ita

ts
 a

nd
 o

th
er

 h
ab

ita
t t

yp
es

 o
f 

sp
ec

ia
l i

m
po

rt
an

ce
 to

 F
ed

er
al

 tr
us

t s
pe

ci
es

; e
m

ph
as

iz
es

 p
ar

tn
er

sh
ip

s 
am

on
g 

pr
iv

at
e 

la
nd

ow
ne

rs
, c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

or
ga

ni
za

tio
ns

, a
nd

 o
th

er
 

go
ve

rn
m

en
t a

ge
nc

ie
s; 

an
d,

 fo
cu

se
s o

n 
th

re
at

en
ed

 e
co

sy
st

em
s a

nd
 

im
pe

ril
ed

 w
at

er
sh

ed
s. 

In
 a

dd
iti

on
 to

 p
ro

vi
di

ng
 te

ch
ni

ca
l s

up
po

rt
, t

he
 

M
on

ta
na

 P
ar

tn
er

s P
ro

gr
am

 a
s a

n 
an

nu
al

 b
ud

ge
t o

f 
ab

ou
t $

20
0,

00
0 

as
 

se
ed

 m
on

ey
 to

 su
pp

or
t o

n-
th

e-
gr

ou
nd

 p
ro

je
ct

s.

U.
S.

 F
ish

 a
nd

 W
ild

lif
e 

Se
rv

ic
e

jim
_s

tu
tz

m
an

@
fw

s.g
ov

ht
tp

:/
/e

co
s.f

w
s.g

ov
/

pa
rt

ne
rs

/v
ie

w
C

on
te

nt
.

do
?v

ie
w

Pa
ge

=
ho

m
e

w
w

w.
fw

s.g
ov

/m
ou

nt
ai

n-
pr

ai
rie

/p
fw

/m
on

ta
na

/m
t1

.
ht

m

H
ab

ita
t C

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

Pl
an

s
T

he
 H

C
P 

La
nd

 A
cq

ui
sit

io
n 

G
ra

nt
s p

ro
gr

am
 p

ro
vi

de
s f

un
di

ng
 to

 S
ta

te
s 

an
d 

Te
rr

ito
rie

s (
an

d 
no

ng
ov

er
nm

en
ta

l

or
ga

ni
za

tio
ns

 th
ro

ug
h 

th
ei

r S
ta

te
s a

nd
 T

er
rit

or
ie

s)
 fo

r l
an

d 
ac

qu
isi

tio
ns

 
th

at
 a

re
 a

ss
oc

ia
te

d 
w

ith
 a

pp
ro

ve
d 

H
ab

ita
t C

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

Pl
an

s (
H

C
P)

. 
T

he
 H

C
P 

La
nd

 A
cq

ui
sit

io
n 

pr
og

ra
m

 h
as

 th
re

e 
pr

im
ar

y 
pu

rp
os

es
: 

1)
 to

 fu
nd

 la
nd

 a
cq

ui
sit

io
ns

 th
at

 c
om

pl
em

en
t, 

bu
t d

o 
no

t r
ep

la
ce

, 
pr

iv
at

e 
m

iti
ga

tio
n 

re
sp

on
sib

ili
tie

s c
on

ta
in

ed
 in

 H
C

Ps
, 2

) t
o 

fu
nd

 la
nd

 
ac

qu
isi

tio
ns

 th
at

 h
av

e 
im

po
rt

an
t b

en
efi

ts
 fo

r l
ist

ed
, p

ro
po

se
d,

 a
nd

 
ca

nd
id

at
e 

sp
ec

ie
s, 

an
d 

3)
 to

 fu
nd

 la
nd

 a
cq

ui
sit

io
ns

 th
at

 h
av

e 
im

po
rt

an
t 

be
ne

fit
s f

or
 e

co
sy

st
em

s t
ha

t s
up

po
rt

 li
st

ed
, p

ro
po

se
d 

an
d 

ca
nd

id
at

e 
sp

ec
ie

s. 
Pr

op
os

ed
 la

nd
 a

cq
ui

sit
io

n 
m

us
t c

om
pl

em
en

t, 
bu

t n
ot

 re
pl

ac
e, 

pr
iv

at
e 

m
iti

ga
tio

n 
re

sp
on

sib
ili

tie
s c

on
ta

in
ed

 in
 th

e 
H

C
P.

 T
he

 H
C

P 
La

nd
 A

cq
ui

sit
io

n 
G

ra
nt

s a
re

 o
ne

 o
f 

th
re

e 
gr

an
t p

ro
gr

am
s a

ut
ho

riz
ed

 

Ti
m

 B
od

ur
th

a 
(4

06
) 7

58
-6

88
2

U.
S.

 F
ish

 a
nd

 W
ild

lif
e 

Se
rv

ic
e

tim
_b

od
ur

th
a@

fw
s.g

ov



74  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

by
 S

ec
tio

n 
6 

of
 th

e 
E

nd
an

ge
re

d 
Sp

ec
ie

s A
ct

. H
C

P 
gr

an
ts

 a
re

 c
ur

re
nt

ly
 

fu
nd

ed
 a

t a
 le

ve
l o

f 
$4

5 
m

ill
io

n/
ye

ar
 n

at
io

na
lly

 a
nd

 a
re

 a
w

ar
de

d 
on

 th
e 

ba
sis

 o
f 

co
m

pe
tit

iv
e 

ap
pl

ic
at

io
ns

. G
ra

nt
s r

eq
ui

re
d 

a 
25

 p
er

ce
nt

 n
on

-
fe

de
ra

l m
at

ch
.

A
n 

ap
pr

ov
ed

 H
C

P 
an

d 
In

ci
de

nt
al

 T
ak

e 
Pe

rm
it 

ar
e 

ne
ce

ss
ar

y 
pr

e-
re

qu
isi

te
s f

or
 a

n 
ap

pl
ic

at
io

n 
fo

r a
n 

H
C

P 
gr

an
t. 

C
ur

re
nt

ly,
 th

er
e 

ar
e 

tw
o 

ap
pr

ov
ed

 H
C

P’
s i

n 
M

on
ta

na
, o

ne
 h

el
d 

by
 P

lu
m

 C
re

ek
 T

im
be

r 
C

om
pa

ny
 a

nd
 o

ne
 h

el
d 

by
 S

tim
so

n 
Lu

m
be

r C
om

pa
ny

. T
he

 M
on

ta
na

 
D

ep
ar

tm
en

t o
f 

N
at

ur
al

 R
es

ou
rc

es
 is

 in
 th

e 
pr

oc
es

s o
f 

de
ve

lo
pi

ng
 

an
 H

C
P 

fo
r i

ts
 la

nd
s i

n 
w

es
te

rn
 M

on
ta

na
.  

It
 is

 a
nt

ic
ip

at
ed

 th
at

 th
e 

H
C

P 
w

ill
 b

e 
ap

pr
ov

ed
 in

 2
00

9.
 B

N
SF

 R
ai

lw
ay

 a
lso

 is
 in

 th
e 

pr
oc

es
s o

f 
de

ve
lo

pi
ng

 a
n 

H
C

P 
fo

r r
ai

lw
ay

 o
pe

ra
tio

ns
 in

 th
e 

M
id

dl
e 

Fo
rk

 F
la

th
ea

d 
Ri

ve
r c

or
rid

or
. I

t i
s u

nc
er

ta
in

 w
he

n 
th

is 
H

C
P 

w
ill

 b
e 

co
m

pl
et

ed
.

La
nd

 &
 W

at
er

 C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
Fu

nd
La

nd
 a

nd
 W

at
er

 C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
Fu

nd
 p

ro
je

ct
s a

re
 c

om
pr

eh
en

siv
e 

la
nd

 
pu

rc
ha

se
s f

or
 a

 c
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
pu

rp
os

es
, i

nc
lu

di
ng

 th
re

at
en

ed
 a

nd
 

en
da

ng
er

ed
 sp

ec
ie

s, 
re

cr
ea

tio
n 

an
d 

ac
ce

ss
 to

 p
ub

lic
 la

nd
s. 

T
he

 p
ro

gr
am

 
is 

ad
m

in
ist

er
ed

 th
ro

ug
h 

se
ve

ra
l f

ed
er

al
 a

ge
nc

ie
s. 

Pr
oj

ec
t p

ro
po

sa
ls 

ty
pi

ca
lly

 a
re

 in
iti

at
ed

 th
ro

ug
h 

th
e 

sp
on

so
rin

g 
ag

en
cy

’s 
pl

an
ni

ng
 p

ro
ce

ss
. 

In
te

re
st

ed
 th

ird
 p

ar
tie

s m
ay

 a
ss

ist
 in

 d
ev

el
op

in
g 

th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t p

ro
po

sa
ls 

an
d 

m
ay

 a
ss

ist
 b

y 
se

cu
rin

g 
th

e 
pr

op
er

ty
 u

nt
il 

th
e 

LW
C

F 
fu

nd
s a

re
 

aw
ar

de
d 

to
 c

om
pl

et
e 

th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t. 

Bu
t, 

th
e 

pr
oj

ec
ts

 st
ill

 m
us

t b
e 

co
ns

ist
en

t w
ith

 th
e 

ob
je

ct
iv

es
 o

f 
th

e 
ag

en
cy

 th
at

 sp
on

so
re

d 
th

e 
pr

oj
ec

t.

U
SF

W
S,

 U
SF

S,
 B

LM
 a

nd
 N

PS
 a

ll 
co

m
pe

te
 fo

r t
he

 sa
m

e 
po

ol
 o

f 
LW

C
F 

fu
nd

s. 
T

he
re

 is
 n

o 
fo

rm
al

 c
oo

rd
in

at
io

n 
am

on
g 

th
e 

ag
en

ci
es

 
re

la
te

d 
to

 th
is 

pr
og

ra
m

. C
oo

rd
in

at
io

n 
ha

pp
en

s a
s a

 c
on

se
qu

en
ce

 o
f 

a 
th

ird
 p

ar
ty

 w
or

ki
ng

 w
ith

 m
or

e 
th

an
 o

ne
 a

ge
nc

y 
in

 sp
ec

ifi
c 

pr
oj

ec
t a

re
as

.

M
on

ta
na

 h
as

 re
ce

iv
ed

 $
12

5M
 in

 L
W

C
F 

fu
nd

s s
in

ce
 1

99
8.

 D
ur

in
g 

FY
07

, a
 to

ta
l o

f 
$2

8M
 in

 L
W

C
F 

fu
nd

s w
as

 a
va

ila
bl

e, 
na

tio
nw

id
e. 

O
f 

th
at

, M
on

ta
na

 re
ce

iv
ed

 $
2M

 fo
r t

he
 B

la
ck

fo
ot

 a
nd

 $
4.

6M
 fo

r S
el

w
ay

 

G
ar

y 
Su

lli
va

n 
(4

06
) 7

27
-7

40
0 

ex
t. 

25
U.

S.
 F

ish
 a

nd
 W

ild
lif

e 
Se

rv
ic

e
ga

ry
_I

_s
ul

liv
an

@
fw

s.g
ov

Ro
n 

E
ric

ks
on

 
(4

06
) 3

29
-3

62
3

U.
S.

 F
or

es
t S

er
vi

ce
rm

er
ic

ks
on

@
fs

.fe
d.

us

C
ra

ig
 H

ay
ne

s 
(4

06
) 8

96
-5

04
0

Bu
re

au
 o

f 
La

nd
 

M
an

ag
em

en
t

ch
ay

ne
s@

m
t.b

lm
.g

ov



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  7�

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

C
re

ek
. T

he
 a

nt
ic

ip
at

ed
 fu

nd
in

g 
le

ve
l f

or
 F

Y
 2

00
8 

is 
$1

6.
 G

en
er

al
ly,

 th
e 

fe
de

ra
l a

ge
nc

ie
s a

nt
ic

ip
at

e 
th

at
 fe

w
er

 L
W

C
F 

fu
nd

s w
ill

 b
e 

av
ai

la
bl

e 
in

 
th

e 
fu

tu
re

 a
nd

 th
at

 M
on

ta
na

 w
ill

 b
e 

le
ss

 c
om

pe
tit

iv
e 

fo
r t

ho
se

 fu
nd

s 
th

an
 it

 h
as

 b
ee

n 
in

 p
rio

r y
ea

rs
.

La
nd

ow
ne

r I
nc

en
tiv

e 
Pr

og
ra

m
T

he
 p

rim
ar

y 
ob

je
ct

iv
e 

of
 th

e 
La

nd
ow

ne
r I

nc
en

tiv
e 

Pr
og

ra
m

 is
 to

 
es

ta
bl

ish
 o

r s
up

pl
em

en
t S

ta
te

 la
nd

ow
ne

r i
nc

en
tiv

e 
pr

og
ra

m
s t

ha
t 

pr
ot

ec
t a

nd
 re

st
or

e 
ha

bi
ta

ts
 o

n 
pr

iv
at

e 
la

nd
s, 

to
 b

en
efi

t s
pe

ci
es

 
id

en
tifi

ed
 in

 th
e 

St
at

e’s
 C

om
pr

eh
en

siv
e 

W
ild

lif
e 

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
St

ra
te

gy
 

(S
ta

te
 W

ild
lif

e 
A

ct
io

n 
Pl

an
) o

r c
la

ss
ifi

ed
 a

s S
pe

ci
al

 C
on

ce
rn

 b
y 

th
e 

St
at

e, 
or

 F
ed

er
al

ly
 li

st
ed

, p
ro

po
se

d,
 o

r c
an

di
da

te
 sp

ec
ie

s o
r o

th
er

 
sp

ec
ie

s d
et

er
m

in
ed

 to
 b

e 
at

-r
isk

, a
nd

 p
ro

vi
de

 te
ch

ni
ca

l a
nd

 fi
na

nc
ia

l 
as

sis
ta

nc
e 

to
 p

riv
at

e 
la

nd
ow

ne
rs

 fo
r h

ab
ita

t p
ro

te
ct

io
n 

an
d 

re
st

or
at

io
n.

LI
P 

fu
nd

s g
ra

nt
s o

f 
tw

o 
ty

pe
s w

hi
ch

 a
re

 a
w

ar
de

d 
to

 st
at

e 
ag

en
ci

es
. T

he
 

pu
rp

os
e 

of
 th

e 
Ti

er
-1

 g
ra

nt
s i

s t
o 

fu
nd

 st
af

f 
an

d 
as

so
ci

at
ed

 su
pp

or
t 

ne
ce

ss
ar

y 
to

 d
ev

el
op

 a
 n

ew
, o

r e
nh

an
ce

 a
n 

ex
ist

in
g,

 la
nd

ow
ne

r i
nc

en
tiv

e 
pr

og
ra

m
. T

he
 o

bj
ec

tiv
es

 o
f 

th
e 

Ti
er

-2
 g

ra
nt

 p
la

ce
 a

 p
rio

rit
y 

on
 th

e 
im

pl
em

en
ta

tio
n 

of
 S

ta
te

 p
ro

gr
am

s t
ha

t p
ro

vi
de

 te
ch

ni
ca

l a
nd

 fi
na

nc
ia

l 
as

sis
ta

nc
e 

to
 th

e 
pr

iv
at

e 
la

nd
ow

ne
r. 

Pr
og

ra
m

s s
ho

ul
d 

em
ph

as
iz

e 
th

e 
pr

ot
ec

tio
n 

an
d 

re
st

or
at

io
n 

of
 h

ab
ita

ts
 th

at
 b

en
efi

t s
pe

ci
es

-a
t-r

isk
 o

n 
pr

iv
at

e 
la

nd
s. 

LI
P 

gr
an

ts
 re

qu
ire

 a
 2

5%
 n

on
-f

ed
er

al
 m

at
ch

.

M
on

ta
na

 h
as

 re
ce

iv
ed

 $
2,

20
7,

43
9 

in
 L

IP
 fu

nd
s s

in
ce

 F
Y

20
03

. M
on

ta
na

 
w

as
 e

lig
ib

le
 fo

r u
p 

to
 $

1,
08

9,
51

0 
fr

om
 th

is 
pr

og
ra

m
 in

 F
Y

20
07

. 
M

on
ta

na
 re

ce
iv

ed
 $

18
0,

00
0 

th
at

 y
ea

r. 
T

hi
s p

ro
gr

am
 w

as
 n

ot
 fu

nd
ed

 in
 

th
e 

FY
20

08
 b

ud
ge

t.

O
tto

 Jo
se

 
(3

03
) 2

36
-8

15
6 

U.
S.

 F
ish

 a
nd

 W
ild

lif
e 

Se
rv

ic
e

ot
to

_j
os

e@
fw

s.g
ov

ht
tp

:/
/f

ed
er

al
as

st
.fw

s.g
ov

/
lip

/l
ip

.h
tm

l

ht
tp

:/
/f

ed
er

al
as

st
.fw

s.g
ov

/
lip

/L
IP

%
20

M
T%

20
pr

oj
ec

t
%

20
hi

gh
lig

ht
.p

df

N
or

th
 A

m
er

ic
an

 W
et

la
nd

 
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

A
ct

T
he

 N
or

th
 A

m
er

ic
an

 W
et

la
nd

s C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
A

ct
 o

f 
19

89
 (N

AW
C

A
) 

pr
ov

id
es

 m
at

ch
in

g 
gr

an
ts

 to
 o

rg
an

iz
at

io
ns

 a
nd

 in
di

vi
du

al
s w

ho
 h

av
e 

de
ve

lo
pe

d 
pa

rt
ne

rs
hi

ps
 to

 c
ar

ry
 o

ut
 w

et
la

nd
s c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

pr
oj

ec
ts

 in
 

th
e 

U
ni

te
d 

St
at

es
, C

an
ad

a, 
an

d 
M

ex
ic

o 
fo

r t
he

 b
en

efi
t o

f 
w

et
la

nd
s-



76  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

as
so

ci
at

ed
 m

ig
ra

to
ry

 b
ird

s a
nd

 o
th

er
 w

ild
lif

e. 
T

he
re

 is
 a

 S
ta

nd
ar

d 
an

d 
a 

Sm
al

l G
ra

nt
s P

ro
gr

am
. B

ot
h 

ar
e 

co
m

pe
tit

iv
e 

gr
an

ts
 p

ro
gr

am
s a

nd
 

re
qu

ire
 th

at
 g

ra
nt

 re
qu

es
ts

 b
e 

m
at

ch
ed

 b
y 

pa
rt

ne
r c

on
tri

bu
tio

ns
 a

t n
o 

le
ss

 th
an

 a
 1

-to
-1

 ra
tio

. F
un

ds
 fr

om
 U

.S
. F

ed
er

al
 so

ur
ce

s m
ay

 c
on

tri
bu

te
 

to
w

ar
ds

 a
 p

ro
je

ct
, b

ut
 a

re
 n

ot
 e

lig
ib

le
 a

s m
at

ch
.

T
he

 C
on

gr
es

sio
na

l a
pp

ro
pr

ia
tio

n 
to

 fu
nd

 th
e 

A
ct

’s 
G

ra
nt

s P
ro

gr
am

 in
 

FY
 2

00
7 

is 
ap

pr
ox

im
at

el
y 

$3
9.

4 
m

ill
io

n.
 M

on
ta

na
 h

as
 re

ce
iv

ed
 a

bo
ut

 
$3

 m
ill

io
n 

an
nu

al
ly

 fr
om

 th
is 

pr
og

ra
m

. C
oo

rd
in

at
io

n 
th

ro
ug

h 
th

e 
jo

in
t 

ve
nt

ur
es

 is
 e

ss
en

tia
l.

In
te

rm
ou

nt
ai

n 
W

es
t J

oi
nt

 
Ve

nt
ur

e
T

he
 Jo

in
t V

en
tu

re
s a

re
 a

n 
ou

tg
ro

w
th

 o
f 

th
e 

N
or

th
 A

m
er

ic
an

 
W

at
er

fo
w

l M
an

ag
em

en
t P

la
n.

 T
he

 JV
’s 

ar
e 

th
e 

pr
im

ar
y 

m
ec

ha
ni

sm
 fo

r 
th

e 
pl

an
 to

 re
st

or
e 

w
at

er
fo

w
l p

op
ul

at
io

ns
. T

he
 p

la
n 

ha
s a

 st
ro

ng
 sc

ie
nc

e 
fo

un
da

tio
n 

w
hi

ch
 th

en
 d

riv
es

 h
ab

ita
t e

ff
or

ts
 th

at
 a

re
 im

pl
em

en
te

d 
th

ro
ug

h 
pa

rt
ne

rs
hi

ps
. T

he
 p

ro
gr

am
 is

 se
lf

 d
ire

ct
ed

 a
t t

he
 lo

ca
l l

ev
el

. 
T

he
 fe

de
ra

l g
ov

er
nm

en
t f

un
ds

 th
e 

in
fr

as
tr

uc
tu

re
 fo

r e
ac

h 
of

 th
e 

14
 

jo
in

t v
en

tu
re

s, 
bu

t f
un

di
ng

 fo
r p

ro
je

ct
s c

om
es

 p
rim

ar
ily

 fr
om

 th
e 

pa
rt

ne
rs

. T
he

 IW
JV

 in
cl

ud
es

 p
or

tio
ns

 o
f 

11
 st

at
es

, i
nc

lu
di

ng
 w

es
te

rn
 

M
on

ta
na

.

T
he

 m
iss

io
n 

of
 th

e 
In

te
rm

ou
nt

ai
n 

W
es

t J
oi

nt
 V

en
tu

re
 is

 to
 fa

ci
lit

at
e 

th
e 

lo
ng

-te
rm

 c
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
of

 k
ey

 a
vi

an
 h

ab
ita

t i
nc

lu
di

ng
 p

la
nn

in
g,

 
fu

nd
in

g,
 a

nd
 d

ev
el

op
in

g 
ha

bi
ta

t p
ro

je
ct

s t
ha

t b
en

efi
t a

ll 
bi

ol
og

ic
al

 
co

m
po

ne
nt

s o
f 

In
te

rm
ou

nt
ai

n 
ec

os
ys

te
m

s. 
IW

JV
 a

ch
ie

ve
s i

ts
 m

iss
io

n 
by

 d
ev

el
op

in
g 

pa
rt

ne
rs

hi
ps

 w
ith

 p
riv

at
e 

an
d 

pu
bl

ic
 la

nd
ow

ne
rs

 
w

ho
 su

pp
or

t h
ab

ita
t c

on
se

rv
at

io
n.

 T
he

 Jo
in

t V
en

tu
re

 p
ro

m
ot

es
 th

e 
re

st
or

at
io

n 
an

d 
m

ai
nt

en
an

ce
 o

f 
al

l b
ird

 p
op

ul
at

io
ns

; f
os

te
rs

 th
e 

pr
ot

ec
tio

n,
 re

st
or

at
io

n,
 a

nd
 e

nh
an

ce
m

en
t o

f 
w

et
la

nd
s, 

rip
ar

ia
n 

ha
bi

ta
ts,

 
an

d 
th

e 
w

id
el

y 
di

ve
rs

e 
up

la
nd

s c
ha

ra
ct

er
ist

ic
 o

f 
th

e 
re

gi
on

. I
W

JV
 h

as
 

an
 a

nn
ua

l b
ud

ge
t o

f 
$2

50
,0

00
 fo

r s
m

al
l p

ro
je

ct
s a

nd
 se

ed
 m

on
ey

 fo
r 

la
rg

er
 p

ro
je

ct
s.

D
av

e 
Sm

ith
 

(4
06

) 4
93

-0
92

5
In

te
rm

ou
nt

ai
n 

W
es

t J
oi

nt
 

Ve
nt

ur
e

da
ve

@
iw

jv.
or

g

w
w

w.
iw

jv.
or

g/



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  77

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

N
or

th
er

n 
G

re
at

 P
la

in
s 

Jo
in

t 
Ve

nt
ur

e
T

he
 N

or
th

er
n 

G
re

at
 P

la
in

s J
oi

nt
 V

en
tu

re
 is

 fo
cu

se
d 

on
 th

e 
G

re
at

 
Pl

ai
ns

 in
 M

on
ta

na
, W

yo
m

in
g,

 N
or

th
 D

ak
ot

a 
an

d 
So

ut
h 

D
ak

ot
a. 

T
he

 
Jo

in
t V

en
tu

re
 p

ro
vi

de
s a

 fo
ru

m
 fo

r b
rin

gi
ng

 th
e 

pa
rt

ne
rs

 to
ge

th
er

 to
 

ex
ch

an
ge

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n,

 to
 id

en
tif

y 
pr

oj
ec

t n
ee

ds
 a

nd
 to

 p
ro

vi
de

 sc
ie

nc
e, 

pl
an

ni
ng

 a
nd

 c
on

su
lta

tio
n 

fr
om

 th
e 

re
gi

on
 d

ow
n 

to
 th

e 
pa

rt
ne

rs
.

K
en

 S
am

bo
r 

(7
01

) 3
28

-6
32

6
N

or
th

er
n 

G
re

at
 P

la
in

s J
oi

nt
 

Ve
nt

ur
e

m
ou

nt
ai

np
ra

iri
e@

fw
s.g

ov

w
w

w.
fw

s.g
ov

/m
ou

nt
ai

n-
pr

ai
rie

/n
aw

m
/n

gp
jv.

ht
m

Pr
ai

rie
 P

ot
ho

le
 Jo

in
t 

Ve
nt

ur
e

T
he

 m
iss

io
n 

of
 th

e 
Pr

ai
rie

 P
ot

ho
le

 Jo
in

t V
en

tu
re

 is
 to

 im
pl

em
en

t 
co

ns
er

va
tio

n 
pr

og
ra

m
s t

ha
t s

us
ta

in
 p

op
ul

at
io

ns
 o

f 
w

at
er

fo
w

l, 
sh

or
eb

ird
s, 

ot
he

r w
at

er
bi

rd
s a

nd
 p

ra
iri

e 
la

nd
bi

rd
s a

t o
bj

ec
tiv

e 
le

ve
ls 

th
ro

ug
h 

ta
rg

et
ed

 w
et

la
nd

 a
nd

 g
ra

ss
la

nd
 p

ro
te

ct
io

n,
 re

st
or

at
io

n 
an

d 
en

ha
nc

em
en

t p
ro

gr
am

s. 
T

he
se

 a
ct

iv
iti

es
 w

ill
 b

e 
ba

se
d 

on
 sc

ie
nc

e 
an

d 
im

pl
em

en
te

d 
in

 c
ol

la
bo

ra
tio

n 
w

ith
 m

ul
tip

le
 st

ak
eh

ol
de

rs
. P

PJ
V

 st
at

es
 

in
cl

ud
e 

M
on

ta
na

, N
or

th
 D

ak
ot

a, 
So

ut
h 

D
ak

ot
a, 

M
in

ne
so

ta
 a

nd
 Io

w
a. 

T
he

 P
PJ

V
’s 

fo
cu

s h
as

 p
rim

ar
ily

 b
ee

n 
on

 w
at

er
fo

w
l a

nd
 m

os
t o

f 
th

e 
pa

rt
ne

r f
un

ds
 c

am
e 

to
 th

e 
PP

JV
 re

la
te

d 
to

 w
at

er
fo

w
l c

on
se

rv
at

io
n.

 
PP

JV
 is

 tr
an

sit
io

ni
ng

 to
 m

or
e 

of
 a

 fo
cu

s o
n 

al
l b

ird
s, 

es
pe

ci
al

ly
 w

ith
 th

e 
ad

di
tio

na
l f

oc
us

 o
n 

gr
as

sla
nd

s.

T
he

 U
SF

W
S 

St
ra

te
gi

c 
H

ab
ita

t C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
in

iti
at

iv
e 

in
cl

ud
es

 a
 

pr
op

os
al

 fo
r t

he
 M

on
ta

na
 H

i-L
in

e. 
T

he
 S

tra
te

gi
c 

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
in

iti
at

iv
e 

is 
a 

pr
op

os
al

 fo
r l

an
ds

ca
pe

 sc
al

e 
co

ns
er

va
tio

n,
 im

pl
em

en
te

d 
th

ro
ug

h 
pa

rt
ne

rs
hi

ps
, w

ith
 th

e 
po

te
nt

ia
l f

or
 in

cl
us

io
n 

in
 th

e 
fe

de
ra

l 
bu

dg
et

.

C
as

ey
 S

te
m

le
r 

(7
01

) 3
28

-6
32

6
Pr

ai
rie

 P
ot

ho
le

 Jo
in

t V
en

tu
re

C
as

ey
_S

te
m

le
r@

fw
s.g

ov

w
w

w.
pp

jv.
or

g/
im

pl
em

en
t2

.
ht

m

P
ro

gr
am

s A
dm

in
is

te
re

d 
by

 O
th

er
 F

ed
er

al
 A

ge
nc

ie
s

U
SD

A
 N

at
ur

al
 R

es
ou

rc
es

 
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

Se
rv

ic
e

T
he

 N
at

ur
al

 R
es

ou
rc

es
 C

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

Se
rv

ic
e 

ad
m

in
ist

er
s s

ev
er

al
 

pr
og

ra
m

s, 
au

th
or

iz
ed

 b
y 

th
e 

Fa
rm

 B
ill

, w
ith

 c
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
ob

je
ct

iv
es

 
th

at
 c

om
pl

em
en

t C
FW

C
S:

Pe
te

r H
us

by
 

(4
06

) 5
87

-6
90

2
N

RC
S



7�  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

•	
	T

he
 W

ild
lif

e 
H

ab
ita

t I
nc

en
tiv

es
 P

ro
gr

am
 (W

H
IP

) i
s a

 v
ol

un
ta

ry
 

pr
og

ra
m

 fo
r p

eo
pl

e 
w

ho
 w

an
t t

o 
de

ve
lo

p 
an

d 
im

pr
ov

e 
w

ild
lif

e 
ha

bi
ta

t p
rim

ar
ily

 o
n 

pr
iv

at
e 

la
nd

. T
he

 F
Y

 2
00

7 
W

H
IP

 a
llo

ca
tio

n 
fo

r M
on

ta
na

 w
as

 $
42

7,
56

7.
 T

he
 p

ro
gr

am
 re

qu
ire

s a
 2

5%
 n

on
-

fe
de

ra
l m

at
ch

. 

•	
	T

he
 E

nv
iro

nm
en

ta
l Q

ua
lit

y 
In

ce
nt

iv
es

 P
ro

gr
am

 (E
Q

IP
) i

s a
 

vo
lu

nt
ar

y 
co

ns
er

va
tio

n 
pr

og
ra

m
 fo

r f
ar

m
er

s a
nd

 ra
nc

he
rs

 th
at

 
pr

om
ot

es
 a

gr
ic

ul
tu

ra
l p

ro
du

ct
io

n 
an

d 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

ta
l q

ua
lit

y 
as

 
co

m
pa

tib
le

 n
at

io
na

l g
oa

ls.
 T

hi
s p

ro
gr

am
 fo

cu
se

s o
n 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n 

of
 w

or
ki

ng
 la

nd
s a

nd
 e

nc
ou

ra
ge

s m
an

ag
em

en
t p

ra
ct

ic
es

 th
at

 
pr

om
ot

e 
su

st
ai

na
bi

lit
y. 

T
he

 F
Y

 2
00

7 
E

Q
IP

 a
llo

ca
tio

n 
fo

r M
on

ta
na

 
w

as
 $

31
,3

70
,2

59
. T

hi
s p

ro
gr

am
 re

qu
ire

s a
 2

5%
 n

on
-f

ed
er

al
 m

at
ch

. 

•	
	T

he
 W

et
la

nd
s R

es
er

ve
 P

ro
gr

am
 (W

RP
) i

s a
 v

ol
un

ta
ry

 p
ro

gr
am

 
of

fe
rin

g 
la

nd
ow

ne
rs

 th
e 

op
po

rt
un

ity
 to

 p
ro

te
ct

, r
es

to
re

, a
nd

 
en

ha
nc

e 
w

et
la

nd
s o

n 
th

ei
r p

ro
pe

rt
y. 

T
hi

s p
ro

gr
am

 u
se

s a
 

co
m

bi
na

tio
n 

of
 1

5 
ye

ar
 re

st
or

at
io

n 
co

nt
ra

ct
s; 

30
-y

ea
r a

nd
 

pe
rm

an
en

t e
as

em
en

ts
; a

nd
, t

he
 p

ur
ch

as
e 

of
 w

et
la

nd
s a

t t
he

 
ap

pr
ai

se
d 

va
lu

e 
fo

r a
gr

ic
ul

tu
re

. T
he

 F
Y

 2
00

7 
W

RP
 a

llo
ca

tio
n 

fo
r 

M
on

ta
na

 w
as

 $
3,

62
8,

93
8.

•	
	G

ra
ss

la
nd

 R
es

er
ve

 P
ro

gr
am

 (G
RP

) –
 th

is 
pr

og
ra

m
 fo

cu
se

s o
n 

ke
ep

in
g 

ra
ng

el
an

d 
in

 ra
ng

el
an

d 
an

d 
ha

s b
ee

n 
us

ed
 to

 c
on

se
rv

e 
sa

ge
br

us
h/

gr
as

sla
nd

s i
n 

M
on

ta
na

. T
he

 F
Y

 2
00

7 
G

RP
 a

llo
ca

tio
n 

fo
r M

on
ta

na
 w

as
 $

35
,4

84
. B

ut
, t

he
 a

cr
ea

ge
 o

bj
ec

tiv
e 

fo
r t

hi
s 

pr
og

ra
m

 c
ur

re
nt

ly
 is

 c
ap

pe
d.

 

•	
	T

he
 F

ar
m

 a
nd

 R
an

ch
 L

an
ds

 P
ro

te
ct

io
n 

Pr
og

ra
m

 (F
RP

P)
 p

ro
vi

de
s 

m
at

ch
in

g 
fu

nd
s t

o 
he

lp
 p

ur
ch

as
e 

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t r

ig
ht

s t
o 

ke
ep

 
pr

od
uc

tiv
e 

fa
rm

 a
nd

 ra
nc

hl
an

d 
in

 a
gr

ic
ul

tu
ra

l u
se

s. 
To

 q
ua

lif
y, 

fa
rm

la
nd

 m
us

t: 
be

 p
ar

t o
f 

a 
pe

nd
in

g 
of

fe
r f

ro
m

 a
 S

ta
te

, t
rib

e, 
or

 
lo

ca
l f

ar
m

la
nd

 p
ro

te
ct

io
n 

pr
og

ra
m

; b
e 

pr
iv

at
el

y 
ow

ne
d;

 h
av

e 
a 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n 

pl
an

 fo
r h

ig
hl

y 
er

od
ib

le
 la

nd
; b

e 
la

rg
e 

en
ou

gh
 to

 

ph
us

by
@

m
t.n

rc
s.u

sd
a.c

om

w
w

w.
nr

cs
.u

sd
a.g

ov
/

pr
og

ra
m

s/
w

hi
p/

w
w

w.
nr

cs
.u

sd
a.g

ov
/

PR
O

G
RA

M
S/

E
Q

IP
/

w
w

w.
nr

cs
.u

sd
a.g

ov
/

pr
og

ra
m

s/
w

rp
/

w
w

w.
nr

cs
.u

sd
a.g

ov
/

pr
og

ra
m

s/
G

RP
/

w
w

w.
nr

cs
.u

sd
a.g

ov
/

pr
og

ra
m

s/
fr

pp
/

w
w

w.
nr

cs
.u

sd
a.g

ov
/

pr
og

ra
m

s/
fr

pp
/

w
w

w.
nr

cs
.u

sd
a.g

ov
/

pr
og

ra
m

s/
cs

p/



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  79

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

 
 su

st
ai

n 
ag

ric
ul

tu
ra

l p
ro

du
ct

io
n;

 b
e 

ac
ce

ss
ib

le
 to

 m
ar

ke
ts

 fo
r w

ha
t 

th
e 

la
nd

 p
ro

du
ce

s; 
ha

ve
 a

de
qu

at
e 

in
fr

as
tr

uc
tu

re
 a

nd
 a

gr
ic

ul
tu

ra
l 

su
pp

or
t s

er
vi

ce
s; 

an
d 

ha
ve

 su
rr

ou
nd

in
g 

pa
rc

el
s o

f 
la

nd
 th

at
 c

an
 

su
pp

or
t l

on
g-

te
rm

 a
gr

ic
ul

tu
ra

l p
ro

du
ct

io
n.

 T
he

 F
Y

 2
00

7 
FR

PP
 

al
lo

ca
tio

n 
fo

r M
on

ta
na

 w
as

 $
1,

50
4,

26
8.

 T
hi

s p
ro

gr
am

 p
ro

vi
de

s 
up

 to
 5

0 
pe

rc
en

t o
f 

th
e 

fa
ir 

m
ar

ke
t e

as
em

en
t v

al
ue

 o
f 

th
e 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n 

ea
se

m
en

t.

•	
	C

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

Se
cu

rit
y 

Pr
og

ra
m

 (C
SP

) i
s a

 v
ol

un
ta

ry
 p

ro
gr

am
 

th
at

 p
ro

vi
de

s fi
na

nc
ia

l a
nd

 te
ch

ni
ca

l a
ss

ist
an

ce
 to

 p
ro

m
ot

e 
th

e 
co

ns
er

va
tio

n 
an

d 
im

pr
ov

em
en

t o
f 

so
il,

 w
at

er
, a

ir,
 e

ne
rg

y, 
pl

an
t 

an
d 

an
im

al
 li

fe
, a

nd
 o

th
er

 c
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
pu

rp
os

es
 o

n 
Tr

ib
al

 a
nd

 
pr

iv
at

e 
w

or
ki

ng
 la

nd
s. 

T
hi

s p
ro

gr
am

 su
pp

or
ts

 tr
an

sit
io

n 
to

 “
gr

ee
n”

 
m

et
ho

ds
 o

f 
cr

op
 p

ro
du

ct
io

n.
 T

he
 F

Y
 2

00
7 

C
SP

 a
llo

ca
tio

n 
fo

r 
M

on
ta

na
 w

as
 $

9,
22

3,
49

6.
 T

he
 ta

rg
et

 a
re

a 
fo

r t
ho

se
 fu

nd
s i

s J
ud

ith
 

Ba
sin

 C
ou

nt
y.

Re
au

th
or

iz
at

io
n 

of
 th

e 
Fa

rm
 B

ill
 c

ur
re

nt
ly

 is
 u

nd
er

 c
on

sid
er

at
io

n 
by

 
C

on
gr

es
s. 

T
he

 n
at

ur
e 

an
d 

fu
nd

in
g 

le
ve

ls 
of

 th
es

e 
pr

og
ra

m
s, 

th
er

ef
or

e, 
ar

e 
su

bj
ec

t t
o 

ch
an

ge
.

U
SD

A
 F

ar
m

 S
er

vi
ce

 A
ge

nc
y

T
he

 C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
Re

se
rv

e 
E

nh
an

ce
m

en
t P

ro
gr

am
 (C

RE
P)

 is
 a

 
vo

lu
nt

ar
y 

la
nd

 re
tir

em
en

t p
ro

gr
am

 th
at

 h
el

ps
 a

gr
ic

ul
tu

ra
l p

ro
du

ce
rs

 
pr

ot
ec

t e
nv

iro
nm

en
ta

lly
 se

ns
iti

ve
 la

nd
, d

ec
re

as
e 

er
os

io
n,

 re
st

or
e 

w
ild

lif
e 

ha
bi

ta
t, 

an
d 

sa
fe

gu
ar

d 
gr

ou
nd

 a
nd

 su
rf

ac
e 

w
at

er
. T

he
 n

on
-f

ed
er

al
 

m
at

ch
 fo

r t
hi

s p
ro

gr
am

 in
 M

on
ta

na
 is

 p
ro

vi
de

d 
by

 P
PL

 M
on

ta
na

’s 
lic

en
se

 fo
r t

he
 M

ad
iso

n-
M

iss
ou

ri 
pr

oj
ec

t. 
E

xp
en

di
tu

re
 o

f 
th

e 
fu

nd
s 

th
er

ef
or

e 
is 

lim
ite

d 
to

 th
e 

M
ad

iso
n-

M
iss

ou
ri 

co
rr

id
or

 fr
om

 H
eb

ge
n 

La
ke

 to
 th

e 
Fr

ed
 R

ob
in

so
n 

Br
id

ge
. T

he
 e

m
ph

as
is 

of
 th

is 
pr

og
ra

m
 is

 
rip

ar
ia

n 
re

st
or

at
io

n 
w

ith
in

 a
 o

ne
-m

ile
 b

uf
fe

r o
f 

th
e 

co
rr

id
or

.

St
at

e 
A

cr
es

 fo
r W

ild
lif

e 
E

nh
an

ce
m

en
t (

SA
FE

) S
A

FE
 p

ro
vi

de
s a

n 
op

po
rt

un
ity

 to
 d

ev
el

op
 g

ra
ss

ro
ot

s c
oo

pe
ra

tiv
e 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n 

pr
oj

ec
ts

 

G
le

nn
 P

at
ric

k 
(4

06
) 5

87
-6

88
0

U.
S.

 F
ar

m
 S

er
vi

ce
s A

ge
nc

y

w
w

w.
fs

a.u
sd

a.g
ov

/F
SA

/
w

eb
ap

p?
ar

ea
=

ho
m

e&
su

bj
e

ct
=

co
pr

&
to

pi
c=

ce
p

w
w

w.
qu

.o
rg

/c
on

te
nt

/
ne

w
s/

pr
es

s_
ro

om
/c

rp
_

56
0_

SA
FE

.p
df



�0  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

to
 a

dd
re

ss
 h

ig
h 

pr
io

rit
y 

w
ild

lif
e 

ne
ed

s t
hr

ou
gh

 h
ab

ita
t r

es
to

ra
tio

n.
 

It
 a

llo
w

s p
ro

du
ce

rs
 to

 in
st

al
l p

ra
ct

ic
es

 th
at

 b
en

efi
t h

ig
h 

pr
io

rit
y 

St
at

e 
w

ild
lif

e 
co

ns
er

va
tio

n 
ob

je
ct

iv
es

 th
ro

ug
h 

th
e 

us
e 

of
 ta

rg
et

ed
 

re
st

or
at

io
n 

of
 v

ita
l h

ab
ita

t. 
Th

is 
pr

og
ra

m
 a

ut
ho

riz
es

 th
e 

re
tir

em
en

t o
f 

ap
pr

ox
im

at
el

y 
20

,0
00

 a
cr

es
 o

f 
cr

op
la

nd
 in

 M
on

ta
na

 fo
r t

he
 p

ur
po

se
 o

f 
sa

ge
br

us
h 

re
st

or
at

io
n.

U
SD

A
 F

or
es

t S
er

vi
ce

T
he

 F
or

es
t S

er
vi

ce
 h

as
 a

 p
ol

ic
y 

th
at

 e
ac

h 
N

at
io

na
l F

or
es

t w
ill

 
in

co
rp

or
at

e 
th

e 
st

at
e 

ac
tio

n 
pl

an
s i

n 
in

to
 U

SF
S 

pl
an

ni
ng

 d
oc

um
en

ts
 

an
d 

w
ill

 b
e 

re
fe

re
nc

ed
 in

 N
E

PA
 a

na
ly

se
s. 

A
lth

ou
gh

 a
ll 

al
te

rn
at

iv
es

 
m

ig
ht

 n
ot

 a
ch

ie
ve

 C
FW

C
S 

go
al

s, 
th

e 
ex

pe
ct

at
io

n 
is 

th
at

 m
an

y 
w

ill
. 

T
he

 F
or

es
t S

er
vi

ce
 u

se
s C

FW
C

S 
da

ta
 se

ts
 in

 d
ev

el
op

in
g 

th
e 

lay
er

s i
n 

th
e 

as
se

ss
m

en
t o

f 
w

at
er

sh
ed

s. 
T

he
 a

ss
es

sm
en

ts
 in

cl
ud

e 
fo

ur
 la

ye
rs

: 
W

at
er

sh
ed

 re
st

or
at

io
n 

ne
ed

s; 
Fi

re
 ri

sk
; W

ild
lif

e 
ha

bi
ta

t; 
an

d,
 M

un
ic

ip
al

 
w

at
er

sh
ed

s. 
T

he
 F

or
es

t S
er

vi
ce

 a
lso

 u
se

s C
FW

C
S 

he
lp

s t
o 

se
t p

rio
rit

ie
s 

fo
r l

an
d 

ad
ju

st
m

en
t s

tra
te

gi
es

 a
nd

 z
on

in
g 

ar
ea

s f
or

 a
gg

re
ga

tio
ns

 o
f 

ha
bi

ta
ts.

 

T
he

 F
or

es
t S

er
vi

ce
 a

lso
 h

as
 d

ev
el

op
ed

 a
n 

O
pe

n 
Sp

ac
e 

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
St

ra
te

gy
 to

 id
en

tif
y 

ho
w

 th
e 

ag
en

cy
 c

an
 b

es
t h

el
p 

co
ns

er
ve

 o
pe

n 
sp

ac
e, 

w
ith

 a
n 

em
ph

as
is 

on
 p

ar
tn

er
sh

ip
s a

nd
 c

ol
la

bo
ra

tiv
e 

ap
pr

oa
ch

es
. 

T
he

 a
ge

nc
y 

is 
in

te
re

st
ed

 in
 a

dd
re

ss
in

g 
th

e 
ef

fe
ct

s o
f 

th
e 

lo
ss

 o
f 

op
en

 
sp

ac
e 

on
 p

riv
at

e 
fo

re
st

s; 
on

 N
at

io
na

l F
or

es
ts

 a
nd

 G
ra

ss
la

nd
s a

nd
 th

e 
su

rr
ou

nd
in

g 
la

nd
sc

ap
e;

 a
nd

 o
n 

fo
re

st
s i

n 
ci

tie
s, 

su
bu

rb
s, 

an
d 

to
w

ns
. 

T
he

 st
ra

te
gy

 c
ha

rt
s a

 p
at

h 
fo

rw
ar

d 
to

 w
or

k 
in

 p
ar

tn
er

sh
ip

 w
ith

 st
at

es
, 

lo
ca

l g
ov

er
nm

en
ts,

 la
nd

ow
ne

rs
, a

nd
 n

on
-p

ro
fit

 o
rg

an
iz

at
io

ns
 to

 a
dd

re
ss

 
th

e 
lo

ss
 o

f 
op

en
 sp

ac
e 

th
re

at
. T

he
 st

ra
te

gy
 p

ro
vi

de
s a

 fr
am

ew
or

k 
to

 
st

re
ng

th
en

 a
nd

 fo
cu

s e
xi

st
in

g 
an

d 
ne

w
 F

or
es

t S
er

vi
ce

 c
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
ac

tio
ns

 a
cr

os
s t

he
 a

ge
nc

y. 

K
at

e 
W

al
ke

r 
(4

06
) 3

29
-3

28
7 

N
or

th
er

n 
Re

gi
on

 U
SF

S
kp

w
al

ke
r@

fs
.fe

d.
us

Jo
n 

H
ab

er
 

(4
06

) 3
29

-3
39

9
N

or
th

er
n 

Re
gi

on
 U

SF
S

jh
ab

er
@

fs
.fe

d.
us

w
w

w.
fs

.fe
d.

us
/r

1

w
w

w.
fs

.fe
d.

us
/o

pe
ns

pa
ce

U
SD

I 
B

ur
ea

u 
of

 L
an

d 
M

an
ag

em
en

t
T

he
 B

ur
ea

u 
of

 L
an

d 
M

an
ag

em
en

t h
as

 a
 d

ire
ct

iv
e 

to
 u

se
 st

at
e 

ac
tio

n 
pl

an
s i

n 
th

e 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t o
f 

Re
so

ur
ce

 M
an

ag
em

en
t P

la
ns

. H
ow

ev
er

, i
t 

G
ay

le
 S

itt
er

 
(4

06
) 8

96
-5

02
4



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  �1

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

m
ay

 b
e 

se
ve

ra
l y

ea
rs

 b
ef

or
e 

th
e 

RM
P’

s a
re

 u
pd

at
ed

. T
he

 B
LM

 is
 u

sin
g 

C
FW

C
S 

to
 se

t p
rio

rit
ie

s r
el

at
ed

 to
 im

pl
em

en
ta

tio
n 

of
 e

xi
st

in
g 

RM
P’

s; 
as

 o
ne

 so
ur

ce
 o

f 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
fo

r N
E

PA
 a

na
ly

se
s; 

an
d,

 a
s a

 so
ur

ce
 

of
 in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
to

 su
pp

or
t p

er
m

it 
st

ip
ul

at
io

ns
 a

nd
 o

th
er

 m
iti

ga
tio

ns
. 

T
he

re
 is

 th
e 

po
te

nt
ia

l f
or

 st
ru

ct
ur

in
g 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n 

pr
oj

ec
ts

 a
ro

un
d 

pe
tro

le
um

 d
ev

el
op

m
en

t p
ro

je
ct

s, 
i.e

. a
ch

ie
vi

ng
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

ob
je

ct
iv

es
 

in
 a

 w
ay

 th
at

 a
llo

w
s t

he
 e

ne
rg

y 
co

m
pa

ni
es

 to
 a

lso
 fu

lfi
ll 

th
ei

r p
er

m
it 

re
qu

ire
m

en
ts.

W
he

n 
th

e 
RM

P’
s a

re
 u

pd
at

ed
, t

he
 R

M
P’

s w
ill

 p
ro

vi
de

 a
 fr

am
ew

or
k 

fo
r 

pr
op

os
al

s t
o 

fu
nd

 p
ro

je
ct

s t
ha

t a
re

 c
on

sis
te

nt
 w

ith
 C

FW
C

S.
 B

LM
’s 

Bu
dg

et
 P

la
nn

in
g 

Sy
st

em
 is

 a
 c

om
pe

tit
iv

e 
fu

nd
in

g 
sy

st
em

 a
nd

, i
f 

a 
pr

oj
ec

t i
s a

pp
ro

ve
d,

 it
 m

ig
ht

 ta
ke

 fo
ur

 y
ea

rs
 to

 g
et

 th
e 

fu
nd

in
g. 

T
he

re
 

is 
go

od
 p

ot
en

tia
l f

or
 g

et
tin

g 
fu

nd
in

g 
fo

r s
ag

e 
gr

ou
se

 p
ro

je
ct

s. 
T

he
 

BL
M

 h
as

 p
ro

vi
de

d 
fu

nd
in

g 
to

 th
e 

H
er

ita
ge

 P
ro

gr
am

 to
 a

ug
m

en
t s

ur
ve

y 
pr

oj
ec

ts
 th

at
 a

lso
 a

re
 fu

nd
ed

 w
ith

 S
W

G
.

E
nv

iro
nm

en
ta

l P
ro

te
ct

io
n 

A
ge

nc
y

E
PA

 a
dm

in
ist

er
s a

 re
gu

la
to

ry
 p

ro
gr

am
 fo

r p
oi

nt
 so

ur
ce

 w
at

er
 p

ol
lu

tio
n.

 
E

PA
 h

as
 re

gu
la

to
ry

 o
ve

rs
ig

ht
 a

nd
 p

er
m

itt
in

g 
re

vi
ew

 fo
r w

at
er

 q
ua

lit
y 

pe
rm

its
. T

he
 p

er
m

its
 m

us
t c

om
pl

y 
w

ith
 w

at
er

 q
ua

lit
y 

st
an

da
rd

s. 
T

he
 

pe
rm

itt
in

g 
pr

og
ra

m
 is

 fe
e-

ba
se

d 
an

d 
op

er
at

ed
 b

y 
th

e 
st

at
es

.

T
he

 C
le

an
 W

at
er

 A
ct

, s
ec

tio
n 

30
3,

 th
e 

To
ta

l M
ax

im
um

 D
ai

ly
 L

oa
d 

(T
M

D
L)

 p
ro

gr
am

, a
 v

ol
un

ta
ry

, n
on

-r
eg

ul
at

or
y 

pr
og

ra
m

 fo
r c

on
tro

lli
ng

 
th

e 
di

sc
ha

rg
e 

of
 n

on
-p

oi
nt

 so
ur

ce
 p

ol
lu

ta
nt

s. 
N

on
-p

oi
nt

 so
ur

ce
 

po
llu

tio
n 

ac
co

un
ts

 fo
r m

or
e 

th
an

 8
0%

 o
f 

th
e 

w
at

er
 p

ol
lu

tio
n 

in
 

M
on

ta
na

. S
ec

tio
n 

31
9 

of
 th

e 
C

le
an

 W
at

er
 A

ct
 a

ut
ho

riz
es

 E
PA

 to
 g

ra
nt

 
fu

nd
s t

o 
th

e 
St

at
e 

an
d 

Tr
ib

es
 w

hi
ch

 su
pp

or
t a

 w
id

e 
va

rie
ty

 o
f 

ac
tiv

iti
es

 
in

cl
ud

in
g 

te
ch

ni
ca

l a
ss

ist
an

ce
, fi

na
nc

ia
l a

ss
ist

an
ce

, e
du

ca
tio

n,
 tr

ai
ni

ng
, 

te
ch

no
lo

gy
 tr

an
sf

er
, d

em
on

st
ra

tio
n 

pr
oj

ec
ts,

 a
nd

 m
on

ito
rin

g 
to

 a
ss

es
s 

th
e 

su
cc

es
s o

f 
sp

ec
ifi

c 
no

np
oi

nt
 so

ur
ce

 im
pl

em
en

ta
tio

n 
pr

oj
ec

ts.
 

Pr
ev

io
us

ly,
 th

e 
m

aj
or

ity
 o

f 
th

es
e 

fu
nd

s i
n 

M
on

ta
na

 h
av

e 
be

en
 u

se
d 

fo
r 

on
-th

e-
gr

ou
nd

 d
em

on
st

ra
tio

n 
pr

oj
ec

ts,
 e

.g.
 fe

nc
in

g,
 g

ra
zi

ng
 sy

st
em

s, 

Ju
lie

 D
al

So
gl

io
 

(4
06

) 4
57

-5
02

5
U

ni
te

d 
St

at
es

 E
PA

da
lso

gl
io

.ju
lie

@
ep

a.g
ov

w
w

w.
ep

a.g
ov

/R
eg

io
n8

/
ab

ou
t

Bu
re

au
 o

f 
La

nd
 M

an
ag

em
en

t
ga

yl
e_

sit
te

r@
bl

m
.g

ov

w
w

w.
bl

m
.g

ov
/m

t/
st

/e
n.

ht
m

l



�2  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

al
te

rn
at

iv
e 

w
at

er
in

g 
so

ur
ce

s, 
tim

be
r p

ra
ct

ic
es

, e
tc

. T
he

 T
M

D
L 

ap
pr

oa
ch

 
is 

pu
tti

ng
 a

 g
re

at
er

 e
m

ph
as

is 
on

 a
 m

or
e 

ho
lis

tic
, w

at
er

sh
ed

 b
as

ed
 

pl
an

ni
ng

 a
pp

ro
ac

h.
 M

on
ta

na
 a

lso
 is

 re
qu

ire
d 

to
 a

ss
es

s w
he

th
er

 w
at

er
 

bo
di

es
 a

re
 m

ee
tin

g 
w

at
er

 q
ua

lit
y 

st
an

da
rd

s, 
in

cl
ud

in
g 

id
en

tifi
ca

tio
n 

of
 

th
e 

ca
us

es
 o

f 
im

pa
irm

en
t, 

an
d 

to
 c

om
pl

et
e 

a 
TM

D
L 

pl
an

 fo
r e

ac
h 

of
 

th
e 

lis
te

d 
w

at
er

 b
od

ie
s b

y 
20

12
. T

o 
da

te
, M

on
ta

na
 h

as
 c

om
pl

et
ed

 4
00

 
pl

an
s. 

T
he

se
 a

re
 a

va
ila

bl
e 

on
 D

E
Q

 w
eb

sit
e.

M
on

ta
na

 re
ce

iv
es

 a
pp

ro
xi

m
at

el
y 

$3
M

 p
er

 y
ea

r i
n 

31
9 

fu
nd

s t
hr

ou
gh

 
D

E
Q

. O
f 

th
os

e, 
$2

.6
M

 a
re

 u
se

d 
fo

r w
at

er
sh

ed
/T

M
D

L 
pl

an
ni

ng
 a

nd
 

$4
00

k 
fo

r o
n 

th
e 

gr
ou

nd
 w

or
k.

 T
he

se
 fu

nd
s r

eq
ui

re
 a

 4
0%

 m
at

ch
. 

U
. S

. B
ur

ea
u 

of
 

R
ec

la
m

at
io

n 
T

he
 U

.S
. B

ur
ea

u 
of

 R
ec

la
m

at
io

n 
se

ek
s t

o 
pr

ot
ec

t l
oc

al
 e

co
no

m
ie

s a
nd

 
pr

es
er

ve
 n

at
ur

al
 re

so
ur

ce
s a

nd
 e

co
sy

st
em

s t
hr

ou
gh

 th
e 

ef
fe

ct
iv

e 
us

e 
of

 w
at

er
. C

ur
re

nt
 B

ur
ea

u 
ac

tiv
iti

es
 th

at
 re

la
te

 w
ith

 th
e 

C
FW

C
S 

in
cl

ud
e 

ef
fo

rt
s t

o 
m

ai
nt

ai
n 

flo
w

s t
o 

su
pp

or
t p

as
sa

ge
 fo

r P
al

lid
 S

tu
rg

eo
n 

be
lo

w
 

Ft
. P

ec
k 

Re
se

rv
oi

r a
nd

 in
 th

e 
lo

w
er

 Y
el

lo
w

st
on

e 
an

d 
to

 m
ai

nt
ai

n 
flo

w
s 

fo
r B

ul
l T

ro
ut

 in
 th

e 
St

. M
ar

y’s
 d

ra
in

ag
e.

Ju
st

in
 K

uc
er

a 
(4

06
) 2

47
-7

30
4

U.
S.

 B
ur

ea
u 

of
 R

ec
la

m
at

io
n

jk
uc

er
a@

gp
.u

sb
r.g

ov

w
w

w.
us

br
.g

ov
/g

p/
m

ta
o

U
. S

. A
rm

y 
C

or
ps

 o
f 

E
ng

in
ee

rs
Se

ct
io

n 
40

4 
of

 th
e 

C
le

an
 W

at
er

 A
ct

 re
qu

ire
s a

pp
ro

va
l f

ro
m

 th
e 

C
or

ps
 

of
 E

ng
in

ee
rs

 b
ef

or
e 

pl
ac

in
g 

dr
ed

ge
d 

or
 fi

ll 
m

at
er

ia
l i

nt
o 

w
at

er
s o

f 
th

e 
U

ni
te

d 
St

at
es

, i
nc

lu
di

ng
 w

et
la

nd
s. 

Pr
oj

ec
t a

pp
lic

an
ts

 m
ay

 u
se

 o
ne

 o
f 

th
re

e 
ap

pr
oa

ch
es

 to
 m

iti
ga

te
 im

pa
ct

s t
o 

w
et

la
nd

s -
 D

ire
ct

 m
iti

ga
tio

n;
 

Pu
rc

ha
se

 p
ro

pe
rt

ie
s f

ro
m

 a
 w

et
la

nd
 m

iti
ga

tio
n 

ba
nk

; o
r, 

pa
rt

ic
ip

at
e 

in
 th

e 
In

-L
ie

u-
Fe

e 
pr

og
ra

m
. T

he
 la

tte
r a

pp
ro

ac
h 

al
lo

w
s a

n 
ap

pl
ic

an
t 

to
 p

ay
 a

 fe
e 

to
 a

 th
ird

 p
ar

ty
 w

ho
 th

en
 a

ss
um

es
 re

sp
on

sib
ili

ty
 to

 
im

pl
em

en
t a

pp
ro

pr
ia

te
 m

iti
ga

tio
n 

to
 o

ff
se

t t
he

 c
on

se
qu

en
ce

s o
f 

th
e 

pe
rm

itt
ed

 a
ct

iv
ity

. O
f 

th
es

e 
op

tio
ns

, t
he

 In
-L

ie
u-

Fe
e 

pr
og

ra
m

 p
ro

ba
bl

y 
is 

th
e 

m
os

t fl
ex

ib
le

 a
nd

, t
he

re
fo

re
, o

ff
er

s t
he

 g
re

at
es

t p
ot

en
tia

l f
or

 
co

or
di

na
tio

n 
w

ith
 o

th
er

 lo
ca

l w
et

la
nd

 re
st

or
at

io
n 

pr
oj

ec
ts.

 R
eg

ar
dl

es
s 

of
 w

hi
ch

 m
iti

ga
tio

n 
m

et
ho

d 
is 

em
pl

oy
ed

, a
pp

lic
an

ts
 sh

ou
ld

 b
e 

en
co

ur
ag

ed
 to

 c
oo

rd
in

at
e 

w
ith

 o
th

er
 c

om
m

un
ity

 b
as

ed
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

in
iti

at
iv

es
.

A
la

n 
St

ei
nl

e 
(4

06
) 4

41
-1

37
5

U
ni

te
d 

St
at

es
 A

rm
y 

C
O

E
A

lla
n.

E
.S

te
in

le
@

us
ac

e.
ar

m
y.m

il

w
w

w.
nw

o.
us

ac
e.a

rm
y.m

il/
ht

m
l/

od
-r

m
t/

m
th

om
e.h

tm



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  �3

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

P
ro

gr
am

s A
dm

in
is

te
re

d 
by

 T
ri

ba
l G

ov
er

nm
en

ts

N
at

iv
e 

A
m

er
ic

an
 F

is
h 

&
 

W
ild

lif
e 

So
ci

et
y

T
he

 N
at

iv
e 

A
m

er
ic

an
 F

ish
 &

 W
ild

lif
e 

So
ci

et
y 

(N
A

FW
S)

 is
 a

 n
at

io
na

l 
tri

ba
l o

rg
an

iz
at

io
n 

in
co

rp
or

at
ed

 to
 d

ev
el

op
 a

 n
at

io
na

l c
om

m
un

ic
at

io
ns

 
ne

tw
or

k 
fo

r t
he

 e
xc

ha
ng

e 
of

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

an
d 

m
an

ag
em

en
t t

ec
hn

iq
ue

s 
re

la
te

d 
to

 se
lf-

de
te

rm
in

ed
 tr

ib
al

 fi
sh

 a
nd

 w
ild

lif
e 

m
an

ag
em

en
t. 

It
s 

m
iss

io
n 

is 
to

 a
ss

ist
 N

at
iv

e 
A

m
er

ic
an

 a
nd

 A
la

sk
a 

N
at

iv
e 

Tr
ib

es
 w

ith
 th

e 
co

ns
er

va
tio

n,
 p

ro
te

ct
io

n,
 a

nd
 e

nh
an

ce
m

en
t o

f 
th

ei
r fi

sh
 a

nd
 w

ild
lif

e 
re

so
ur

ce
s.

U
SF

W
S 

pr
ov

id
es

 su
pp

or
t t

o 
N

A
FW

S 
to

 o
rg

an
iz

es
 a

nd
 c

on
du

ct
s t

he
 

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
La

w
 E

nf
or

ce
m

en
t t

ra
in

in
g 

fo
r t

rib
al

 re
so

ur
ce

 p
ro

gr
am

s.

D
. F

re
d 

M
at

t 
(3

03
) 4

66
-1

72
5

N
A

FW
S

fm
at

t@
na

fw
s.o

rg

Ro
n 

Sk
at

es
 

(4
06

)5
85

-9
01

0
U.

S.
 F

ish
 a

nd
 W

ild
lif

e 
Se

rv
ic

e
ro

n_
sk

at
es

@
fw

s.g
ov

w
w

w.
na

fw
s.o

rg

M
on

ta
na

/W
yo

m
in

g 
Tr

ib
al

 F
is

h 
an

d 
W

ild
lif

e 
C

om
m

is
si

on

T
he

 M
on

ta
na

 a
nd

 W
yo

m
in

g 
Tr

ib
al

 F
ish

 a
nd

 W
ild

lif
e 

C
om

m
iss

io
n 

(M
W

TF
W

C
) w

as
 b

eg
un

 in
 re

co
gn

iti
on

 o
f 

th
e 

im
po

rt
an

ce
 a

nd
 re

sp
ec

t 
ac

co
rd

ed
 to

 fi
sh

 a
nd

 w
ild

lif
e 

by
 N

at
iv

e 
M

on
ta

na
 a

nd
 W

yo
m

in
g 

pe
op

le
, a

nd
 o

f 
th

e 
ne

ed
 fo

r a
 re

gi
on

al
 n

at
iv

e 
or

ga
ni

za
tio

n 
to

 a
id

 in
 

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t a

nd
 p

ro
te

ct
io

n 
of

 In
di

an
 fi

sh
 a

nd
 w

ild
lif

e 
re

so
ur

ce
s. 

Fo
rm

at
io

n 
of

 th
e 

M
on

ta
na

 a
nd

 W
yo

m
in

g 
Tr

ib
al

 F
ish

 a
nd

 W
ild

lif
e 

C
om

m
iss

io
n 

in
co

rp
or

at
es

 m
or

e 
th

an
 a

 p
re

se
nt

-d
ay

 c
om

m
itm

en
t t

o 
th

es
e 

re
so

ur
ce

s. 
It

 re
pr

es
en

ts
 a

 d
ed

ic
at

io
n 

to
 th

e 
ea

rt
h 

th
at

 b
eg

an
 w

ith
 

ou
r o

w
n 

be
gi

nn
in

g,
 a

nd
 a

 p
le

dg
e 

to
 o

ur
 fe

llo
w

 c
re

at
ur

es
 th

at
 c

an
no

t b
e 

br
ok

en
.

w
w

w.
fw

s.g
ov

/
m

on
ta

na
fis

ha
nd

w
ild

lif
e/

M
TW

Y
TF

W
C.

ht
m

l

A
ps

aa
lo

ok
e 

N
at

io
n 

– 
C

ro
w

 
Tr

ib
e

H
en

ry
 R

id
es

 H
or

se
 

(4
06

) 6
38

-3
75

2
A

ps
aa

lo
ok

e 
N

at
io

n 
– 

C
ro

w
 

Tr
ib

e
he

nr
yr

@
cr

ow
na

tio
n.

ne
t



�4  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

B
la

ck
fe

et
 N

at
io

n
T

he
 B

la
ck

fe
et

 h
av

e 
us

e 
SW

G
 g

ra
nt

s t
o 

pu
rc

ha
se

 b
ea

r p
ro

of
 d

um
ps

te
rs

 
an

d 
to

 su
pp

or
t a

 g
ra

du
at

e 
st

ud
y 

of
 sw

ift
 fo

x.
G

ay
le

 S
ku

nk
 C

ap
 

(4
06

) 3
38

-7
20

2
Bl

ac
kf

ee
t N

at
io

n
ky

i_
yo

60
@

ho
tm

ai
l.c

om

C
on

fe
de

ra
te

d 
Sa

lis
h 

&
 

K
oo

te
na

i T
rib

es
 o

f 
th

e 
Fl

at
he

ad
 R

es
er

va
tio

n

T
he

 C
on

fe
de

ra
te

d 
Sa

lis
h 

an
d 

K
oo

te
na

i T
rib

e’s
 fi

sh
 a

nd
 w

ild
lif

e 
pr

og
ra

m
 is

 su
pp

or
te

d 
w

ith
 fu

nd
s f

ro
m

 a
 v

ar
ie

ty
 o

f 
so

ur
ce

s i
nc

lu
di

ng
 

hy
dr

o-
po

w
er

 m
iti

ga
tio

n,
 m

iti
ga

tio
n 

fo
r r

ec
on

st
ru

ct
io

n 
of

 H
ig

hw
ay

 9
3,

 
Tr

ib
al

 W
ild

lif
e 

G
ra

nt
s a

nd
 th

e 
Tr

ib
al

 L
an

do
w

ne
r I

nc
en

tiv
e 

Pr
og

ra
m

. 
Se

ve
ra

l p
ro

je
ct

s h
av

e 
go

al
s s

im
ila

r t
o 

th
os

e 
in

 C
FW

C
S,

 in
cl

ud
in

g 
su

rv
ey

s f
or

 C
an

ad
a 

ly
nx

; p
er

eg
rin

e 
fa

lc
on

 a
nd

 tr
um

pe
te

r s
w

an
 

re
in

tro
du

ct
io

ns
; a

m
ph

ib
ia

n 
su

rv
ey

s; 
pa

rt
ic

ip
at

io
n 

in
 c

ut
th

ro
at

 tr
ou

t 
an

d 
bu

ll 
tro

ut
 p

ar
tn

er
sh

ip
s; 

an
d,

 ri
pa

ria
n 

an
d 

w
et

la
nd

 c
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
an

d 
re

st
or

at
io

n.

To
m

m
 M

cD
on

al
d 

(4
06

) 8
83

-2
88

C
on

fe
de

ra
te

d 
Sa

lis
h 

&
 

K
oo

te
na

i T
rib

es
to

m
m

@
cs

kt
.o

rg

Ft
. B

el
kn

ap
 I

nd
ia

n 
R

es
er

va
tio

n 
G

ro
s 

Ve
nt

re
 &

 
A

ss
in

ib
oi

ne
 T

rib
es

Ft
. B

el
kn

ap
 h

as
 d

ev
el

op
ed

 a
 b

iso
n 

m
an

ag
em

en
t p

la
n.

 F
er

re
ts,

 p
ra

iri
e 

do
gs

, p
lo

ve
rs

 a
nd

 o
w

ls 
oc

cu
r i

n 
th

e 
bu

ff
al

o 
pa

st
ur

e. 
Ft

. B
el

kn
ap

 is
 

a 
co

op
er

at
or

 in
 fe

rr
et

 su
rv

ey
s. 

Ft
. B

el
kn

ap
 a

lso
 h

as
 im

pl
em

en
te

d 
a 

W
et

la
nd

s P
ro

gr
am

 w
ith

 a
n 

ov
er

al
l g

oa
l o

f 
de

ve
lo

pi
ng

 a
 c

om
pr

eh
en

siv
e 

pr
og

ra
m

 to
 d

ev
el

op
 th

e 
ad

m
in

ist
ra

tiv
e, 

pr
og

ra
m

m
at

ic,
 le

ga
l, 

an
d 

re
gu

la
to

ry
 fr

am
ew

or
k 

th
at

 w
ill

 a
llo

w
 F

t. 
Be

lk
na

p 
to

 a
ss

es
s, 

m
on

ito
r, 

co
nt

ro
l, 

an
d 

pr
ot

ec
t r

es
er

va
tio

n 
w

et
la

nd
 re

so
ur

ce
s. 

Je
ff

 S
tif

fa
rm

 
(4

06
) 3

53
-4

80
1

Ft
. B

el
kn

ap
 In

di
an

 
Re

se
rv

at
io

n
ftb

el
fn

w
@

TT
C

-C
M

C.
ne

t

Ft
. P

ec
k 

In
di

an
 R

es
er

va
tio

n 
A

ss
in

ib
oi

ne
 &

 S
io

ux
 T

rib
es

Ft
. P

ec
k’s

 fi
sh

 a
nd

 w
ild

lif
e 

pr
og

ra
m

 is
 tr

an
sit

io
ni

ng
 fr

om
 a

 su
bs

ist
en

ce
 

ap
pr

oa
ch

 to
 a

 sp
or

tin
g 

hu
nt

in
g 

ap
pr

oa
ch

 a
nd

 a
 g

re
at

er
 e

m
ph

as
is 

on
 

m
an

ag
em

en
t. 

Tr
ib

al
 p

ro
je

ct
s t

ha
t o

ve
rla

p 
w

ith
 th

e 
go

al
s o

f 
C

FW
C

S 
in

cl
ud

e 
its

 b
iso

n 
m

an
ag

em
en

t p
la

n,
 sw

ift
 fo

x 
re

-in
tro

du
ct

io
ns

 a
nd

 th
e 

M
an

ni
ng

 L
ak

e 
m

ig
ra

to
ry

 b
ird

 re
fu

ge
.

Ro
bb

ie
 M

ag
na

n 
(4

06
) 7

68
-5

30
5

A
ss

in
ib

oi
ne

 &
 S

io
ux

 T
rib

es
ro

be
rt

m
@

ne
m

on
te

l.n
et



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  ��

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

N
or

th
er

n 
C

he
ye

nn
e 

In
di

an
 

R
es

er
va

tio
n

Ja
so

n 
W

hi
te

m
an

 
(4

06
) 4

77
-6

50
3

N
or

th
er

n 
C

he
ye

nn
e 

In
di

an
 

Re
se

rv
at

io
n

nc
re

so
ur

ce
s@

m
ai

l.
nc

he
ye

nn
e.n

et

R
oc

ky
 B

oy
’s

 I
nd

ia
n 

R
es

er
va

tio
n 

C
hi

pp
ew

a 
C

re
e 

Tr
ib

e

T
he

 T
rib

e 
ha

s d
ev

el
op

ed
 a

 c
om

pr
eh

en
siv

e 
w

ild
lif

e 
m

an
ag

em
en

t p
la

n 
fo

r t
he

 re
se

rv
at

io
n.

 T
he

 p
la

n 
em

ph
as

iz
es

 m
an

ag
em

en
t o

f 
ga

m
e 

sp
ec

ie
s.

Le
la

nd
 T

op
 S

ky
 (4

06
) 3

95
-

42
07

C
hi

pp
ew

a 
C

re
e 

Tr
ib

e
w

ar
de

n@
cc

t.r
oc

ky
bo

y.o
rg

P
ro

gr
am

s A
dm

in
is

te
re

d 
by

 L
an

d 
Tr

us
ts

M
on

ta
na

 A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n 

of
 

La
nd

 T
ru

st
s

T
he

 M
on

ta
na

 A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n 

of
 L

an
d 

Tr
us

ts
’ m

iss
io

n 
is 

to
 p

ro
m

ot
e 

an
d 

su
pp

or
t e

xc
el

le
nc

e 
in

 p
riv

at
e 

vo
lu

nt
ar

y 
la

nd
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

in
 M

on
ta

na
 

th
ro

ug
h 

le
ad

er
sh

ip
, c

ol
la

bo
ra

tio
n,

 e
du

ca
tio

n 
an

d 
ou

tre
ac

h.

T
he

 M
on

ta
na

 A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n 

of
 L

an
d 

Tr
us

ts
 is

 c
om

pr
ise

d 
of

 1
2 

m
em

be
r 

or
ga

ni
za

tio
ns

. T
og

et
he

r, 
th

ey
 h

ol
d 

99
%

 o
f 

th
e 

pr
iv

at
e 

la
nd

 e
as

em
en

ts
 

he
ld

 b
y 

no
n-

pr
ofi

t o
rg

an
iz

at
io

ns
 in

 M
on

ta
na

. T
he

 A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n 

ha
s 

a 
co

or
di

na
tio

n 
fu

nc
tio

n,
 p

ro
vi

di
ng

 a
n 

op
po

rt
un

ity
 to

 fo
cu

s m
or

e 
on

 p
ol

ic
y, 

co
m

m
un

ic
at

io
n,

 le
gi

sla
tio

n 
an

d 
em

er
gi

ng
 is

su
es

. T
he

 
A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n 
pr

ov
id

es
 th

e 
op

po
rt

un
ity

 fo
r t

he
 la

nd
 tr

us
ts

 to
 c

ol
le

ct
iv

el
y 

th
in

k 
bi

g 
pi

ct
ur

e. 
It

 a
lso

 p
ro

vi
de

s a
 sc

ou
tin

g 
fu

nc
tio

n,
 lo

ok
in

g 
fo

r n
ew

 
op

po
rt

un
iti

es
 to

 d
o 

pr
iv

at
e 

la
nd

 c
on

se
rv

at
io

n.

G
le

nn
 M

ar
x 

(4
06

) 4
90

-1
65

9
M

on
ta

na
 A

ss
oc

. o
f 

La
nd

 
Tr

us
ts

m
al

t@
je

ff
er

so
nv

al
le

y.n
et

w
w

w.
m

on
ta

na
la

nd
tr

us
ts.

or
g

B
itt

er
 R

oo
t L

an
d 

Tr
us

t 
T

he
 B

itt
er

ro
ot

 L
an

d 
Tr

us
t i

s a
 lo

ca
l o

rg
an

iz
at

io
n,

 fo
cu

se
d 

sp
ec

ifi
ca

lly
 

on
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

in
 th

e 
Bi

tte
rr

oo
t V

al
le

y. 
BR

LT
 fo

rm
ed

 o
ut

 o
f 

co
nc

er
n 

fo
r t

he
 ra

pi
d 

ra
te

 o
f 

gr
ow

th
 in

 R
av

al
li 

C
ou

nt
y.

G
ra

nt
 K

ie
r 

(4
06

) 3
75

-0
95

6
Bi

tte
rr

oo
t L

an
d 

Tr
us

t
gr

an
t.k

ie
r@

Bi
tte

rR
oo

tL
an

dT
ru

st
.o

rg



�6  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

w
w

w.
bi

tte
rr

oo
tla

nd
tr

us
t.o

rg

C
la

rk
 F

or
k-

Pe
nd

’ O
re

ill
e 

C
on

se
rv

an
cy

 
T

he
 C

la
rk

 F
or

k-
Pe

nd
’ O

re
ill

e 
C

on
se

rv
an

cy
 is

 a
 la

nd
 tr

us
t o

rg
an

iz
ed

 in
 

20
02

 to
 w

or
k 

w
ith

 la
nd

ow
ne

rs
 to

 p
ro

te
ct

 th
e 

la
nd

, w
at

er
 a

nd
 w

ild
lif

e 
in

 
Bo

nn
er

 C
ou

nt
y 

Id
ah

o 
an

d 
Sa

nd
er

s C
ou

nt
y 

M
on

ta
na

.

Ro
bb

 M
cC

ra
ck

en
 

(2
08

) 2
63

-9
47

1
C

la
rk

 F
or

k-
Pe

nd
’ O

re
ill

e 
C

on
se

rv
an

cy
C

FP
O

C
on

se
rv

an
cy

@
sa

nd
po

in
t.n

et

w
w

w.
cf

po
co

ns
er

va
nc

y.o
rg

Fi
ve

 V
al

le
ys

 L
an

d 
Tr

us
t

Fi
ve

 V
al

le
ys

 L
an

d 
Tr

us
t w

or
ks

 to
 p

ro
te

ct
 a

nd
 p

re
se

rv
e 

w
es

te
rn

 
M

on
ta

na
’s 

na
tu

ra
l l

eg
ac

y 
– 

ou
r r

iv
er

 c
or

rid
or

s, 
w

ild
lif

e 
ha

bi
ta

t, 
ag

ric
ul

tu
ra

l l
an

ds
 a

nd
 sc

en
ic

 o
pe

n 
sp

ac
es

. F
V

LT
 b

el
ie

ve
s t

ha
t 

pr
ot

ec
tin

g 
w

ild
lif

e 
ha

bi
ta

t, 
sc

en
ic

 o
pe

n 
sp

ac
e, 

ag
ric

ul
tu

ra
l l

an
d,

 a
nd

 
riv

er
 c

or
rid

or
s b

en
efi

ts
 o

ur
 c

om
m

un
ity

 n
ow

 a
nd

 in
 th

e 
fu

tu
re

. F
V

LT
 

w
or

ks
 in

 fi
ve

 v
al

le
ys

 a
nd

 8
 c

ou
nt

ie
s –

 B
itt

er
ro

ot
; U

pp
er

 C
la

rk
fo

rk
; 

Bl
ac

kf
oo

t; 
so

ut
h 

of
 F

la
th

ea
d 

La
ke

 a
nd

 th
e 

lo
w

er
 C

la
rk

fo
rk

. F
V

LT
s h

as
 

de
fin

ed
 th

e 
D

ee
rlo

dg
e 

Va
lle

y 
an

d 
Ro

ck
 C

re
ek

 a
s p

rio
rit

ie
s.

W
en

dy
 N

in
te

m
an

 
(4

06
) 5

49
-0

75
5

Fi
ve

 V
al

le
ys

 L
an

d 
Tr

us
t

fv
lt@

m
on

ta
na

.c
om

w
w

w.
fv

lt.
or

g

Fl
at

he
ad

 L
an

d 
Tr

us
t

T
he

 F
la

th
ea

d 
La

nd
 T

ru
st

 is
 d

ed
ic

at
ed

 to
 h

el
pi

ng
 p

ro
te

ct
 th

e 
w

ild
lif

e, 
sc

en
er

y, 
w

at
er

 q
ua

lit
y, 

an
d 

tra
di

tio
na

l w
ay

 o
f 

lif
e 

in
 M

on
ta

na
’s 

un
iq

ue
 

an
d 

sp
ec

ta
cu

la
r F

la
th

ea
d 

Va
lle

y 
th

ro
ug

h 
pr

es
er

va
tio

n 
an

d 
st

ew
ar

ds
hi

p 
of

 la
nd

. F
LT

 w
or

ks
 w

ith
 lo

ca
l l

an
do

w
ne

rs
, c

om
m

un
ity

 m
em

be
rs

 a
nd

 
or

ga
ni

za
tio

ns
 to

 p
ro

te
ct

 th
e 

im
po

rt
an

t s
ce

ni
c 

an
d 

w
or

ki
ng

 la
nd

sc
ap

es
 

th
ou

gh
 v

ol
un

ta
ry

 c
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
ag

re
em

en
ts.

 F
LT

 h
as

 d
ev

el
op

ed
 a

 la
nd

 
co

ns
er

va
tio

n 
pl

an
 fo

r t
he

 F
la

th
ea

d 
Va

lle
y. 

T
he

 c
ur

re
nt

 fo
cu

s i
s o

n 
th

e 
Fl

at
he

ad
 R

iv
er

 to
 L

ak
e 

In
iti

at
iv

e, 
w

ith
 a

n 
em

ph
as

is 
on

 b
ul

l t
ro

ut
, 

rip
ar

ia
n 

ha
bi

ta
ts

 a
nd

 w
et

la
nd

s. 

M
ar

ily
n 

W
oo

d 
(4

06
) 7

52
-8

29
3

Fl
at

he
ad

 L
an

d 
Tr

us
t

flt
@

bi
gs

ky
.n

et

w
w

w.
fla

th
ea

dl
an

dt
ru

st
.o

rg

G
al

la
tin

 V
al

le
y 

La
nd

 T
ru

st
G

al
la

tin
 V

al
le

y 
La

nd
 T

ru
st

 is
 a

 n
on

-p
ro

fit
 m

em
be

rs
hi

p 
or

ga
ni

za
tio

n 
St

ep
he

n 
Jo

hn
so

n



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  �7

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

de
di

ca
te

d 
to

 th
e 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n 

of
 o

pe
n 

sp
ac

e, 
ag

ric
ul

tu
ra

l l
an

d,
 w

ild
lif

e 
ha

bi
ta

t, 
an

d 
th

e 
cr

ea
tio

n 
of

 p
ub

lic
 tr

ai
ls 

in
 so

ut
hw

es
te

rn
 M

on
ta

na
. 

G
V

LT
 w

or
ks

 w
ith

 p
riv

at
e 

la
nd

ow
ne

rs
 to

 c
on

se
rv

e 
w

or
ki

ng
 fa

rm
s a

nd
 

ra
nc

he
s, 

riv
er

 c
or

rid
or

s a
nd

 c
rit

ic
al

 w
ild

lif
e 

ha
bi

ta
t, 

sc
en

ic
 v

ie
w

s, 
an

d 
ur

ba
n 

op
en

 sp
ac

e 
in

 G
al

la
tin

, P
ar

k,
 M

ad
iso

n,
 B

ro
ad

w
at

er
, a

nd
 Je

ff
er

so
n 

co
un

tie
s.

H
ea

rt
 o

f 
th

e 
R

oc
ki

es
 

In
iti

at
iv

e
H

ea
rt

 o
f 

th
e 

Ro
ck

ie
s I

ni
tia

tiv
e 

is 
a 

co
lla

bo
ra

tio
n 

of
 2

1 
na

tio
na

l, 
st

at
ew

id
e, 

an
d 

lo
ca

l l
an

d 
tr

us
ts

 w
or

ki
ng

 a
lo

ng
 th

e 
C

on
tin

en
ta

l D
iv

id
e 

in
 

A
lb

er
ta

, B
rit

ish
 C

ol
um

bi
a, 

M
on

ta
na

, I
da

ho
, a

nd
 W

yo
m

in
g.

M
ic

ha
el

 W
hi

te
fie

ld
 (2

08
) 

35
4-

89
39

H
ea

rt
 o

f 
th

e 
Ro

ck
ie

s 
In

iti
at

iv
e

M
on

ta
na

 L
an

d 
R

el
ia

nc
e

T
he

 M
on

ta
na

 L
an

d 
Re

lia
nc

e 
is 

as
 a

n 
op

en
 sp

ac
e 

la
nd

 tr
us

t, 
w

ith
 a

n 
em

ph
as

is 
on

 a
gr

ic
ul

tu
ra

l l
an

ds
. M

LR
 h

as
 6

84
 e

as
em

en
ts,

 w
ith

 7
00

,0
00

 
ac

re
s t

ot
al

 u
nd

er
 e

as
em

en
t o

f 
w

hi
ch

 1
25

,0
00

 a
cr

es
 a

re
 ti

m
be

r l
an

ds
, 

an
d 

is 
w

or
ki

ng
 to

w
ar

d 
a 

go
al

 o
f 

pr
ot

ec
tin

g 
1,

00
0,

00
0 

ac
re

s a
nd

 1
,5

00
 

m
ile

s o
f 

st
re

am
 b

y 
20

10
.

M
LR

 p
re

fe
rs

 to
 w

or
k 

in
 “

ne
ig

hb
or

ho
od

s”
. O

nc
e 

an
 e

as
em

en
t h

as
 b

ee
n 

es
ta

bl
ish

ed
, i

t t
he

n 
w

or
ks

 to
 a

dd
 o

n 
th

e 
ex

ist
in

g 
ac

re
ag

e 
ar

ou
nd

 th
at

 
ea

se
m

en
t. 

M
LR

 is
 in

te
re

st
ed

 in
 d

oi
ng

 m
or

e 
co

ns
er

va
tio

n 
in

 e
as

te
rn

 
M

on
ta

na
, i

nc
lu

di
ng

 c
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
pr

oj
ec

ts
 a

ss
oc

ia
te

d 
w

ith
 e

ne
rg

y 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t a
nd

 m
ai

nt
ai

ni
ng

 in
ta

ct
 c

ot
to

nw
oo

d 
fo

re
st

s i
n 

ea
st

er
n 

M
on

ta
na

.

Ro
ck

 R
in

gl
in

g 
(4

06
) 4

43
-7

02
7

M
on

ta
na

 L
an

d 
Re

lia
nc

e
in

fo
@

m
tla

nd
re

lia
nc

e.o
rg

w
w

w.
m

tla
nd

re
lia

nc
e.o

rg

Pr
ic

kl
y 

Pe
ar

 L
an

d 
Tr

us
t

T
he

 P
ric

kl
y 

Pe
ar

 L
an

d 
Tr

us
t i

s a
n 

as
so

ci
at

io
n 

of
 c

om
m

un
ity

-m
in

de
d 

in
di

vi
du

al
s c

om
m

itt
ed

 to
 p

ro
te

ct
in

g 
th

e 
op

en
 sp

ac
e 

in
 L

ew
is 

an
d 

C
la

rk
, B

ro
ad

w
at

er
 a

nd
 Je

ff
er

so
n 

C
ou

nt
ie

s i
n 

M
on

ta
na

. I
ts

 m
iss

io
n 

is 
to

 p
ro

te
ct

 th
e 

na
tu

ra
l d

iv
er

sit
y 

an
d 

ru
ra

l c
ha

ra
ct

er
 o

f 
th

e 
Pr

ic
kl

y 
Pe

ar
 

Va
lle

y 
an

d 
ad

jo
in

in
g 

la
nd

s t
hr

ou
gh

 v
ol

un
ta

ry
 a

nd
 c

oo
pe

ra
tiv

e 
m

ea
ns

. 
T

he
 L

an
d 

Tr
us

t i
s d

ed
ic

at
ed

 to
 p

er
pe

tu
at

in
g 

th
e 

re
cr

ea
tio

na
l, 

w
ild

lif
e, 

sc
en

ic,
 a

gr
ic

ul
tu

ra
l a

nd
 h

ist
or

ic
 v

al
ue

s o
f 

th
e 

la
nd

.

A
nd

y 
Ba

ur
 

(4
06

) 4
42

-0
49

0
Pr

ic
kl

y 
Pe

ar
 L

an
d 

Tr
us

t
an

dy
@

pr
ic

kl
yp

ea
rlt

.o
rg

ht
tp

:/
/p

ric
kl

yp
ea

rlt
.o

rg

(4
06

) 5
87

-8
40

4
G

al
la

tin
 V

al
le

y 
La

nd
 T

ru
st

st
ep

he
n@

gv
lt.

or
g

ht
tp

:/
/g

vl
t.o

rg
/



��  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

T
he

 C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
Fu

nd
T

he
 C

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

Fu
nd

 is
 n

at
io

na
l e

nv
iro

nm
en

ta
l n

on
pr

ofi
t d

ed
ic

at
ed

 
to

 p
ro

te
ct

in
g 

A
m

er
ic

a’s
 m

os
t i

m
po

rt
an

t l
an

ds
ca

pe
s a

nd
 w

at
er

w
ay

s f
or

 
fu

tu
re

 g
en

er
at

io
ns

. T
he

 C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
Fu

nd
 p

io
ne

er
s a

 b
al

an
ce

d,
 n

on
-

ad
vo

ca
cy

, n
on

-m
em

be
rs

hi
p 

ap
pr

oa
ch

 to
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
n,

 o
ne

 th
at

 b
le

nd
s 

en
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l a
nd

 e
co

no
m

ic
 g

oa
ls 

an
d 

ob
je

ct
iv

es
. W

or
ki

ng
 c

lo
se

ly
 w

ith
 

pr
iv

at
e 

la
nd

ow
ne

rs
, p

ub
lic

 a
ge

nc
ie

s a
nd

 lo
ca

l c
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
gr

ou
ps

, t
he

 
Fu

nd
 h

as
 p

ro
te

ct
ed

 m
or

e 
th

an
 8

1,
00

0 
ac

re
s o

f 
w

ild
lif

e 
ha

bi
ta

t, 
w

or
ki

ng
 

ra
nc

hl
an

d 
an

d 
hi

st
or

ic
 si

te
s i

n 
M

on
ta

na
.

G
at

es
 W

at
so

n
(4

06
) 5

41
-8

55
5

T
he

 C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
Fu

nd
gw

at
so

n@
co

ns
er

va
tio

nf
un

d.
or

g

w
w

w.
co

ns
er

va
tio

nf
un

d.
or

g/
m

ou
nt

ai
nw

es
t/

m
on

ta
na

T
he

 N
at

ur
e 

C
on

se
rv

an
cy

T
he

 N
at

ur
e 

C
on

se
rv

an
cy

 h
as

 w
or

ke
d 

w
ith

 M
on

ta
na

 la
nd

ow
ne

rs
 a

nd
 

co
m

m
un

iti
es

 si
nc

e 
19

79
 to

 c
on

se
rv

e 
al

m
os

t 5
00

,0
00

 a
cr

es
 o

f 
im

po
rt

an
t 

ra
nc

hl
an

d 
an

d 
w

ild
lif

e 
ha

bi
ta

t. 
T

he
 C

on
se

rv
an

cy
 fo

cu
se

s i
ts

 w
or

k 
on

 si
x 

br
oa

d 
la

nd
sc

ap
es

. S
ta

ff
 a

re
 b

as
ed

 w
ith

in
 c

om
m

un
iti

es
 in

 o
r n

ea
r t

he
se

 
la

nd
sc

ap
es

. T
he

 p
ro

gr
am

 b
as

ed
 in

 B
oz

em
an

 in
cl

ud
es

 th
e 

C
en

te
nn

ia
l, 

U
pp

er
 M

ad
iso

n 
an

d 
Bi

g 
H

ol
e 

Va
lle

ys
. T

he
 p

ro
gr

am
 b

as
ed

 a
t t

he
 

M
at

ad
or

 R
an

ch
 in

 so
ut

h 
Ph

ill
ip

s C
ou

nt
y 

is 
fo

cu
se

d 
on

 th
e 

no
rt

he
rn

 
pr

ai
rie

s. 
T

he
 p

ro
gr

am
 b

as
ed

 in
 B

ill
in

gs
 fo

cu
se

s o
n 

so
ut

he
as

te
rn

 
M

on
ta

na
 a

nd
 th

e 
Ye

llo
w

st
on

e 
Ri

ve
r. 

T
he

 p
ro

gr
am

 b
as

ed
 in

 C
ho

te
au

 is
 

fo
cu

se
d 

on
 th

e 
Ro

ck
y 

M
ou

nt
ai

n 
Fr

on
t. 

T
he

 p
ro

gr
am

 b
as

ed
 in

 M
iss

ou
la

 
is 

fo
cu

se
d 

on
 th

e 
Bl

ac
kf

oo
t R

iv
er

 V
al

le
y. 

TN
C

 a
lso

 a
ct

s a
s t

he
 st

ew
ar

d 
fo

r s
ev

er
al

 n
at

ur
al

 p
re

se
rv

es
 in

 M
on

ta
na

, 
in

cl
ud

in
g 

th
e 

Pi
ne

 B
ut

te
 S

w
am

p 
Pr

es
er

ve
; C

om
er

to
w

n 
Po

th
ol

e 
Pr

ai
rie

 P
re

se
rv

e;
 th

e 
D

an
ci

ng
 P

ra
iri

e 
Pr

es
er

ve
, n

ea
r E

ur
ek

a; 
th

e 
Sa

fe
 

H
ar

bo
r M

ar
sh

 P
re

se
rv

e, 
in

 th
e 

Fl
at

he
ad

 B
as

in
; t

he
 S

w
an

 R
iv

er
 O

xb
ow

 
Pr

es
er

ve
; L

in
db

er
gh

 L
ak

e 
Pi

ne
s P

re
se

rv
e 

in
 th

e 
Sw

an
 V

al
le

y;
 a

nd
, t

he
 

So
ut

h 
Fo

rk
 M

ad
iso

n 
Pr

es
er

ve
.

Be
e 

H
al

l 
(4

06
) 4

43
-0

30
3

T
he

 N
at

ur
e 

C
on

se
rv

an
cy

be
rn

ie
_h

al
l@

tn
c.o

rg

w
w

w.
na

tu
re

.o
rg

/h
er

ew
ew

or
k/

no
rt

ha
m

er
ic

a/
st

at
es

/m
on

ta
na

/

R
oc

ky
 M

ou
nt

ai
n 

E
lk

 
Fo

un
da

tio
n

T
he

 R
oc

ky
 M

ou
nt

ai
n 

E
lk

 F
ou

nd
at

io
n 

pr
ot

ec
ts

 a
nd

 e
nh

an
ce

s e
lk

 
co

un
tr

y, 
su

pp
or

ts
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

ed
uc

at
io

n 
an

d 
re

st
or

es
 w

ild
 e

lk
 h

er
ds

. 
W

or
ki

ng
 in

 c
oo

pe
ra

tio
n 

w
ith

 it
s P

ro
je

ct
 A

dv
iso

ry
 C

om
m

itt
ee

, 

M
ik

e 
M

ue
lle

r 
(4

06
) 5

23
-4

53
3

Ro
ck

y 
M

ou
nt

ai
n 

E
lk

 



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  �9

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

co
m

pr
ise

d 
of

 a
ge

nc
y, 

un
iv

er
sit

y 
an

d 
in

du
st

ry
 p

er
so

nn
el

 a
nd

 v
ol

un
te

er
s, 

RM
E

F 
m

ak
es

 fu
nd

s a
va

ila
bl

e 
fo

r c
os

t-s
ha

re
d 

pr
oj

ec
ts

 re
la

te
d 

to
 

re
se

ar
ch

, m
an

ag
em

en
t a

nd
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

ed
uc

at
io

n.
 R

M
E

F 
al

so
 

pa
rt

ic
ip

at
es

 in
 m

aj
or

 la
nd

 c
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
pr

oj
ec

ts.
 T

he
se

 p
ro

je
ct

s a
re

 
su

pp
or

te
d 

w
ith

 sp
ec

ia
l f

un
d-

ra
isi

ng
 in

iti
at

iv
es

.

RM
E

F 
w

or
ks

 w
ith

 P
yr

am
id

 L
um

be
r t

o 
im

pl
em

en
t s

te
w

ar
ds

hi
p 

co
nt

ra
ct

in
g 

on
 fo

re
st

ed
 N

at
io

na
l F

or
es

t a
nd

 B
LM

 la
nd

s. 
RM

E
F 

ha
s a

n 
es

ta
bl

ish
ed

 n
et

w
or

k 
to

 h
el

p 
co

m
m

un
ic

at
e 

th
e 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n 

st
or

y.

Tr
us

t f
or

 P
ub

lic
 L

an
d

T
he

 T
ru

st
 fo

r P
ub

lic
 L

an
d 

(T
PL

) i
s a

 n
at

io
na

l, 
no

np
ro

fit
, l

an
d 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n 

or
ga

ni
za

tio
n 

th
at

 c
on

se
rv

es
 la

nd
 fo

r p
eo

pl
e 

to
 e

nj
oy

 a
s 

pa
rk

s, 
co

m
m

un
ity

 g
ar

de
ns

, h
ist

or
ic

 si
te

s, 
ru

ra
l l

an
ds

, a
nd

 o
th

er
 n

at
ur

al
 

pl
ac

es
, e

ns
ur

in
g 

liv
ab

le
 c

om
m

un
iti

es
 fo

r g
en

er
at

io
ns

 to
 c

om
e. 

A
cr

os
s 

th
e 

N
or

th
w

es
t, 

TP
L 

is 
pr

ot
ec

tin
g 

fa
rm

s, 
ra

nc
he

s, 
an

d 
fo

re
st

s t
ha

t 
su

pp
or

t l
an

d-
ba

se
d 

liv
el

ih
oo

ds
 a

nd
 ru

ra
l w

ay
s o

f 
lif

e. 
TP

L 
co

ns
er

ve
s 

pl
ac

es
 o

f 
na

tu
ra

l b
ea

ut
y 

th
at

 p
re

se
rv

e 
w

ild
er

ne
ss

 fo
r o

ur
 c

hi
ld

re
n’s

 
ch

ild
re

n 
to

 e
xp

lo
re

 a
nd

 th
at

 su
pp

or
t o

th
er

 sp
ec

ie
s w

ith
 w

ho
m

 w
e 

sh
ar

e 
th

e 
pl

an
et

. T
PL

 a
lso

 is
 w

or
ki

ng
 w

ith
 tr

ib
es

 to
 re

ac
qu

ire
 a

nd
 c

on
se

rv
e 

la
nd

s t
o 

pr
ot

ec
t n

at
ur

al
 re

so
ur

ce
s a

nd
 si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 h
ist

or
ic

al
 si

te
s t

ha
t a

re
 

vi
ta

l t
o 

th
e 

tra
di

tio
na

l l
an

d-
ba

se
d 

cu
ltu

re
 o

f 
N

at
iv

e 
A

m
er

ic
an

s.

E
ric

 L
ov

e 
(4

06
) 5

22
-7

45
0

Tr
us

t f
or

 P
ub

lic
 L

an
d

er
ic.

lo
ve

@
tp

l.o
rg

w
w

w.
tp

l.o
rg

/
tie

r2
_r

l.c
fm

?f
ol

de
r_

id
=

67
8&

su
bm

it.
x=

5&
su

bm
it.

y=
9&

su
bm

it=
Su

bm
it

V
ita

l G
ro

un
d 

Fo
un

da
tio

n
T

he
 V

ita
l G

ro
un

d 
Fo

un
da

tio
n 

is 
a 

w
ild

lif
e 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n 

or
ga

ni
za

tio
n 

w
ho

se
 m

iss
io

n 
is 

to
 p

ro
te

ct
 a

nd
 re

st
or

e 
N

or
th

 A
m

er
ic

a’s
 g

riz
zl

y 
be

ar
 

po
pu

la
tio

ns
 b

y 
co

ns
er

vi
ng

 w
ild

lif
e 

ha
bi

ta
t. 

O
pe

ra
tin

g 
as

 a
 la

nd
 tr

us
t, 

V
ita

l G
ro

un
d 

fo
cu

se
s o

n 
pr

ot
ec

tin
g 

la
nd

s t
ha

t g
riz

zl
ie

s n
ee

d 
to

 su
rv

iv
e 

– 
no

t o
nl

y 
fo

r t
he

 g
re

at
 b

ea
rs

 th
em

se
lv

es
, b

ut
 fo

r e
lk

, m
oo

se
, w

ol
ve

s, 
ly

nx
, s

al
m

on
, t

ro
ut

 a
nd

 a
ll 

th
e 

ot
he

r c
re

at
ur

es
 th

at
 sh

ar
e 

th
ei

r w
or

ld
. A

t 
pr

es
en

t, 
V

ita
l G

ro
un

d’
s e

ff
or

ts
 a

re
 fo

cu
se

d 
on

 th
e 

de
sig

na
te

d 
gr

iz
zl

y 
be

ar
 re

co
ve

ry
 z

on
es

 in
 M

on
ta

na
, I

da
ho

 a
nd

 W
yo

m
in

g.

G
ar

y 
W

ol
fe

 
(4

06
) 5

49
-8

65
0

V
ita

l G
ro

un
d

in
fo

@
vi

ta
lg

ro
un

d.
or

g

w
w

w.
vi

ta
lg

ro
un

d.
or

g/
m

ai
n.

ph
p 

Fo
un

da
tio

n
m

m
ue

lle
r@

rm
ef

.o
rg

w
w

w.
rm

ef
.o

rg



90  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

P
ro

gr
am

s A
dm

in
is

te
re

d 
by

 W
at

er
sh

ed
 G

ro
up

s

M
on

ta
na

 W
at

er
sh

ed
 

C
oo

rd
in

at
io

n 
C

ou
nc

il
T

he
 M

on
ta

na
 W

at
er

sh
ed

 C
oo

rd
in

at
io

n 
C

ou
nc

il 
se

rv
es

 a
s a

 st
at

ew
id

e 
co

or
di

na
tio

n 
ne

tw
or

k 
fo

r M
on

ta
na

’s 
na

tu
ra

l r
es

ou
rc

e 
ag

en
ci

es
 a

nd
 

pr
iv

at
e 

or
ga

ni
za

tio
ns

 a
nd

 a
 fo

ru
m

 fo
r l

oc
al

 w
at

er
sh

ed
 g

ro
up

s t
o 

he
lp

 
en

ha
nc

e, 
co

ns
er

ve
, a

nd
 p

ro
te

ct
 n

at
ur

al
 re

so
ur

ce
s a

nd
 su

st
ai

n 
th

e 
hi

gh
 

qu
al

ity
 o

f 
lif

e 
in

 M
on

ta
na

 fo
r p

re
se

nt
 a

nd
 fu

tu
re

 g
en

er
at

io
ns

. M
W

C
C

 
en

co
ur

ag
es

 lo
ca

l p
eo

pl
e 

to
 ta

ke
 a

 p
ro

ac
tiv

e, 
co

lla
bo

ra
tiv

e 
ap

pr
oa

ch
 th

at
 

w
ill

 a
dd

re
ss

 n
at

ur
al

 re
so

ur
ce

 is
su

es
 a

nd
 c

on
ce

rn
s.M

W
C

C
 is

 a
 re

so
ur

ce
 

fo
r e

qu
ip

pi
ng

 g
ro

up
s w

ith
 b

as
ic

 o
rg

an
iz

at
io

na
l s

tr
uc

tu
re

, f
un

ct
io

ns
 a

nd
 

sk
ill

s. 
T

he
 W

at
er

sh
ed

 C
oo

rd
in

at
io

n 
C

ou
nc

il 
co

ul
d 

be
 a

 fo
ru

m
 to

 h
el

p 
pr

om
ot

e 
C

FW
C

S.

Je
nn

ife
r B

oy
er

(4
06

) 5
87

-7
33

1
So

no
ra

n 
In

st
itu

te
jb

oy
er

@
so

no
ra

n.
or

g

Su
sa

n 
H

ig
gi

ns
(4

06
) 9

94
-1

77
2 

M
on

ta
na

 S
ta

te
 U

ni
ve

er
sit

y
sh

ig
gi

ns
@

m
on

ta
na

.e
du

ht
tp

:/
/w

at
er

sh
ed

s.
m

on
ta

na
.e

du
/d

ef
au

lt.
as

p

B
ea

ve
rh

ea
d 

R
iv

er
 

W
at

er
sh

ed
 C

om
m

itt
ee

T
he

 B
ea

ve
rh

ea
d 

W
at

er
sh

ed
 C

om
m

itt
ee

 w
as

 fo
rm

ed
 to

 se
ek

 a
n 

un
de

rs
ta

nd
in

g 
of

 th
e 

w
at

er
sh

ed
 –

 h
ow

 it
 fu

nc
tio

ns
 a

nd
 su

pp
or

ts
 th

e 
hu

m
an

 c
om

m
un

iti
es

 d
ep

en
de

nt
 o

n 
it 

– 
an

d 
to

 b
ui

ld
 a

gr
ee

m
en

t o
n 

w
at

er
sh

ed
 p

la
nn

in
g 

iss
ue

s a
m

on
g 

st
ak

eh
ol

de
rs

 w
ith

 d
iv

er
se

 v
ie

w
po

in
ts.

40
6-

68
3-

27
13

jn
ho

yr
up

@
bm

t.n
et

ht
tp

:/
/w

at
er

sh
ed

s.m
on

ta
na

.
ed

u/
gr

ou
ps

/d
et

ai
ls.

as
p?

gr
ou

pI
D

=
39

B
ig

 H
ol

e 
W

at
er

sh
ed

 
C

om
m

itt
ee

T
he

 B
ig

 H
ol

e 
W

at
er

sh
ed

 C
om

m
itt

ee
 w

as
 e

st
ab

lis
he

d 
in

 1
99

5 
to

 a
dd

re
ss

 
re

so
ur

ce
 a

nd
 c

om
m

un
ity

 c
on

ce
rn

s i
n 

th
e 

Bi
g 

H
ol

e 
W

at
er

sh
ed

. T
he

 
BH

W
C

 w
as

 fo
rm

ed
 in

 re
sp

on
se

 to
 c

on
ce

rn
s a

bo
ut

 d
ew

at
er

in
g. 

T
he

 
BH

W
C

 is
 a

 c
on

se
ns

us
 d

riv
en

, m
ul

ti-
st

ak
eh

ol
de

r e
nt

ity
 th

at
 w

or
ks

 
cl

os
el

y 
w

ith
 o

th
er

 c
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
or

ga
ni

za
tio

ns
, l

oc
al

, s
ta

te
 a

nd
 fe

de
ra

l 
ag

en
ci

es
 o

n 
w

at
er

sh
ed

 re
st

or
at

io
n 

an
d 

m
an

ag
em

en
t p

la
ns

.

BH
W

C
 is

 in
vo

lv
ed

 in
 se

ve
ra

l g
ra

nt
 fu

nd
ed

 p
ro

je
ct

s f
or

 th
e 

pu
rp

os
e 

of
 re

st
or

at
io

n,
 T

he
se

 in
cl

ud
e 

fe
nc

in
g,

 h
ea

dg
at

es
, d

iv
er

sio
ns

, c
ha

nn
el

 

N
oo

rja
ha

n 
Pa

rw
an

a 
Bi

g 
H

ol
e 

W
at

er
sh

ed
 C

om
m

itt
ee

(4
06

) 7
82

-3
68

2
np

ar
w

an
a@

bh
w

c.o
rg

ht
tp

:/
/b

hw
c.o

rg
/D

ro
ug

ht
%

20
M

an
ag

em
en

t%
20

in
tro

.h
tm



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  91

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

re
st

or
at

io
n,

 st
oc

kw
at

er
 w

el
ls,

 p
ro

je
ct

 d
es

ig
n,

 ir
rig

at
io

n 
in

fr
as

tr
uc

tu
re

, 
w

ill
ow

 p
la

nt
in

gs
, e

tc
.

B
ig

 M
ud

dy
 C

re
ek

 
T

hi
s p

ro
gr

am
 w

as
 d

ev
el

op
ed

 to
 a

dd
re

ss
 T

M
D

L 
co

nc
er

ns
, a

lo
ng

 w
ith

 
th

e 
ne

ed
 fo

r r
es

ou
rc

e 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
to

 d
oc

um
en

t r
es

ou
rc

e 
co

nd
iti

on
s, 

an
d 

th
e 

de
sir

e 
fo

r a
 lo

ng
-te

rm
 p

la
nn

in
g 

to
ol

 fo
r B

ig
 M

ud
dy

 C
re

ek
, 

a 
th

ird
 o

rd
er

 tr
ib

ut
ar

y 
of

 th
e 

M
iss

ou
ri 

Ri
ve

r l
oc

at
ed

 in
 D

an
ie

ls,
 

Ro
os

ev
el

t, 
Sh

er
id

an
 C

ou
nt

ie
s.

M
ic

ke
y 

M
cC

al
l 

(4
06

) 7
65

-1
80

1
Sh

er
id

an
 C

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

D
ist

ric
t

m
ic

ke
y.m

cc
al

l@
m

t.n
ac

dn
et

.
ne

t

ht
tp

:/
/w

at
er

sh
ed

s.
m

on
ta

na
.e

du
/g

ro
up

s/
de

ta
ils

.as
p?

gr
ou

pI
D

=
36

B
ig

 S
pr

in
g 

C
re

ek
 W

at
er

sh
ed

 
C

om
m

itt
ee

T
he

 p
ro

je
ct

 w
as

 b
eg

un
 b

y 
7th

 G
ra

de
 S

ci
en

ce
 S

tu
de

nt
s f

or
 L

ew
ist

ow
n 

Ju
ni

or
 H

ig
h,

 in
 c

oo
pe

ra
tio

n 
w

ith
 st

at
e 

an
d 

lo
ca

l o
ffi

ci
al

s. 
A

 m
aj

or
 

st
re

am
 re

st
or

at
io

n 
pr

oj
ec

t p
la

n 
w

as
 st

ar
te

d 
in

 th
e 

ea
rly

 1
99

0’s
. W

at
er

 
w

as
 tu

rn
ed

 in
to

 th
e 

ne
w

 st
re

am
 b

ed
 o

n 
9/

11
/2

00
0.

 T
ra

ils
 a

nd
 n

ew
 

fis
hi

ng
 si

te
s w

er
e 

pa
rt

 o
f 

th
e 

re
st

or
at

io
n 

pr
oj

ec
t.

St
ev

e 
Pa

ul
so

n 
(4

06
) 5

38
-5

41
9

Le
w

ist
ow

n 
Ju

ni
or

 H
ig

h 
Sc

ho
ol

sp
au

lso
n@

le
w

ist
ow

n.
k1

2.
m

t.u
s

B
itt

er
 R

oo
t W

at
er

 F
or

um
T

he
 B

itt
er

 R
oo

t W
at

er
 F

or
um

 c
on

sid
er

s t
he

 e
nt

ire
 B

itt
er

ro
ot

 R
iv

er
 

dr
ai

na
ge

, f
ro

m
 it

s h
ea

dw
at

er
s i

n 
th

e 
Sa

pp
hi

re
 M

ou
nt

ai
ns

 to
 th

e 
ea

st
 a

nd
 

Bi
tte

rr
oo

t M
ou

nt
ai

ns
 to

 th
e 

w
es

t, 
to

 th
e 

co
nfl

ue
nc

e 
w

ith
 th

e 
C

la
rk

 F
or

k 
Ri

ve
r n

ea
r M

iss
ou

la
, t

he
 m

ai
ns

te
m

 a
nd

 a
ll 

tri
bu

ta
rie

s, 
as

 o
ur

 w
at

er
sh

ed
 

ad
dr

es
s. 

To
 d

at
e, 

th
er

e 
is 

a 
gr

ea
te

r e
m

ph
as

is 
pl

ac
ed

 u
po

n 
th

os
e 

la
nd

s 
th

at
 li

e 
w

ith
in

 R
av

al
li 

C
ou

nt
y.

T
he

 F
or

um
 h

as
 th

re
e 

ge
ne

ra
l o

bj
ec

tiv
es

 th
at

 g
ui

de
 o

n-
th

e-
gr

ou
nd

 
in

iti
at

iv
es

: 1
) u

nd
er

st
an

d 
th

e 
ba

sic
 h

yd
ro

lo
gi

c 
cy

cl
e 

of
 th

e 
Bi

tte
rr

oo
t 

Ri
ve

r B
as

in
 (m

on
ito

rin
g)

; 2
) i

de
nt

ify
 th

e 
w

at
er

 is
su

es
 in

 th
e 

ba
sin

 a
nd

 
fa

ci
lit

at
e 

co
m

m
un

ic
at

io
n 

am
on

g 
al

l i
nt

er
es

te
d 

pa
rt

ie
s (

ed
uc

at
io

n)
; a

nd
, 

La
ur

ie
 R

ile
y 

(4
06

) 3
75

-2
27

2
Bi

tte
r R

oo
t W

at
er

 F
or

um
br

w
at

er
fo

ru
m

@
bi

tte
rr

oo
t.

ne
t

ht
tp

:/
/w

at
er

sh
ed

s.
m

on
ta

na
.e

du
/g

ro
up

s/
de

ta
ils

.as
p?

gr
ou

pI
D

=
3



92  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

3)
 se

ar
ch

 fo
r a

nd
 im

pl
em

en
t s

ol
ut

io
ns

 to
 w

at
er

 q
ua

lit
y 

an
d 

qu
an

tit
y 

pr
ob

le
m

s t
o 

ac
hi

ev
e 

a 
ba

la
nc

e 
be

tw
ee

n 
re

so
ur

ce
s a

nd
 u

se
rs

 (p
ol

ic
y 

an
d 

im
pl

em
en

ta
tio

n)
.

B
la

ck
fo

ot
 C

ha
lle

ng
e

T
he

 M
iss

io
n 

of
 T

he
 B

la
ck

fo
ot

 C
ha

lle
ng

e 
is 

to
 c

oo
rd

in
at

e 
ef

fo
rt

s 
th

at
 w

ill
 e

nh
an

ce
, c

on
se

rv
e 

an
d 

pr
ot

ec
t t

he
 n

at
ur

al
 re

so
ur

ce
s a

nd
 

ru
ra

l l
ife

st
yl

es
 o

f 
th

e 
Bl

ac
kf

oo
t R

iv
er

 V
al

le
y 

fo
r p

re
se

nt
 a

nd
 fu

tu
re

 
ge

ne
ra

tio
ns

. T
hr

ee
 w

or
ds

 g
ui

de
 th

e 
Bl

ac
kf

oo
t C

ha
lle

ng
e. 

H
er

e, 
pr

iv
at

e 
la

nd
ow

ne
rs

 ta
ke

 th
e 

le
ad

 a
nd

 p
ub

lic
 a

ge
nc

ie
s f

ol
lo

w
 in

 a
 sh

ar
ed

 g
oa

l-
to

 k
ee

p 
la

rg
e 

la
nd

sc
ap

es
 in

ta
ct

 a
nd

 ru
ra

l l
ife

st
yl

es
 v

ita
l. 

Th
e 

Bl
ac

kf
oo

t 
C

ha
lle

ng
e 

is 
a 

la
nd

ow
ne

r-b
as

ed
 g

ro
up

 th
at

 c
oo

rd
in

at
es

 m
an

ag
em

en
t o

f 
th

e 
Bl

ac
kf

oo
t R

iv
er

, i
ts

 tr
ib

ut
ar

ie
s, 

an
d 

ad
ja

ce
nt

 la
nd

s. 
It

 is
 o

rg
an

iz
ed

 
lo

ca
lly

 a
nd

 k
no

w
n 

na
tio

na
lly

 a
s a

 m
od

el
 fo

r p
re

se
rv

in
g 

th
e 

ru
ra

l 
ch

ar
ac

te
r a

nd
 n

at
ur

al
 b

ea
ut

y 
of

 a
 w

at
er

sh
ed

.

T
he

 B
la

ck
fo

ot
 C

ha
lle

ng
e 

fo
cu

se
s o

n 
im

pr
ov

in
g 

im
pa

ire
d 

st
re

am
s; 

im
pr

ov
in

g 
di

m
in

ish
ed

 w
at

er
 q

ua
lit

y;
 in

cr
ea

sin
g 

flo
w

s i
n 

de
w

at
er

ed
 

st
re

am
s; 

an
d,

 im
pr

ov
in

g 
fis

he
rie

s i
n 

th
e 

Bl
ac

kf
oo

t W
at

er
sh

ed
. I

t 
op

er
at

es
 w

ith
 a

 si
m

pl
e 

ac
tio

n 
pl

an
 th

at
 re

sp
on

ds
 to

 sh
ar

ed
 p

rio
rit

ie
s.

G
ar

y 
Bu

rn
et

t
(4

06
) 7

93
-3

90
0

Bl
ac

kf
oo

t C
ha

lle
ng

e
in

fo
@

bl
ac

kf
oo

tc
ha

lle
ng

e.o
rg

B
lu

e 
W

at
er

 T
as

k 
Fo

rc
e

T
he

 B
lu

e 
W

at
er

 T
as

k 
Fo

rc
e 

is 
a 

lo
ca

lly
-le

d 
no

n-
pr

ofi
t w

at
er

sh
ed

 g
ro

up
 

he
ad

qu
ar

te
re

d 
al

on
g 

th
e 

fa
m

ou
s G

al
la

tin
 R

iv
er

 in
 B

ig
 S

ky
, M

on
ta

na
. 

It
s m

iss
io

n 
is 

to
 p

ro
te

ct
 a

nd
 p

re
se

rv
e 

th
e 

he
al

th
 o

f 
th

e 
G

al
la

tin
 R

iv
er

 
W

at
er

sh
ed

. T
he

 T
as

k 
Fo

rc
e 

op
er

at
es

 p
rim

ar
ily

 in
 th

e 
U

pp
er

 W
at

er
sh

ed
, 

co
ve

rin
g 

th
e 

m
ou

nt
ai

no
us

 te
rr

ai
n 

up
st

re
am

 o
f 

th
e 

G
al

la
tin

 V
al

le
y.

K
ris

tin
 G

ar
dn

er
 

(4
06

) 9
93

-2
51

9
Bl

ue
 W

at
er

 T
as

k 
Fo

rc
e

kr
ist

in
@

bl
ue

w
at

er
ta

sk
fo

rc
e.o

rg

w
w

w.
bl

ue
w

at
er

ta
sk

fo
rc

e.o
rg

B
ou

ld
er

 R
iv

er
 W

at
er

sh
ed

 
A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n
T

he
 B

ou
ld

er
 R

iv
er

 W
at

er
sh

ed
 A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n 
is 

a 
gr

ou
p 

of
 la

nd
ow

ne
rs

 
th

at
 re

sid
e 

w
ith

in
 th

e 
dr

ai
na

ge
 b

as
in

 o
f 

th
e 

Bo
ul

de
r R

iv
er

 w
or

ki
ng

 to
 

m
ai

nt
ai

n 
an

d/
or

 im
pr

ov
e 

th
e 

he
al

th
 o

f 
th

ei
r l

an
d 

an
d 

w
at

er
 re

so
ur

ce
s. 

D
an

 R
os

ta
d 

(4
06

)9
32

-5
16

0;
 E

xt
. 1

06
Bo

ul
de

r R
iv

er
 W

at
er

sh
ed

 



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  93

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

T
he

 g
ro

up
 w

as
 fo

rm
ed

 w
ith

 th
e 

vi
sio

n 
of

: 1
- i

de
nt

ify
in

g/
re

se
ar

ch
in

g 
re

so
ur

ce
 is

su
es

 a
nd

 c
on

ce
rn

s w
ith

in
 th

e 
w

at
er

sh
ed

; 2
- h

el
pi

ng
 w

ill
in

g 
la

nd
ow

ne
rs

/l
an

d 
m

an
ag

er
s t

o 
pl

an
 a

nd
 im

pl
em

en
t i

nn
ov

at
iv

e 
so

lu
tio

ns
; 

an
d 

3-
 e

du
ca

tin
g 

th
e 

ge
ne

ra
l p

ub
lic

 a
bo

ut
 th

e 
ef

fo
rt

s o
f 

la
nd

ow
ne

rs
 in

 
th

e 
va

lle
y 

to
 c

ar
e 

fo
r t

he
 re

so
ur

ce
s t

ha
t p

ro
vi

de
 fo

r t
he

ir 
w

ay
 o

f 
lif

e.

B
oz

em
an

 W
at

er
sh

ed
 

C
ou

nc
il

T
he

 B
oz

em
an

 W
at

er
sh

ed
 C

ou
nc

il 
is 

fo
cu

se
d 

on
 a

ll 
of

 th
e 

tri
bu

ta
rie

s o
f 

th
e 

E
as

t G
al

la
tin

 R
iv

er
.

Jo
hn

 M
on

ta
gn

e 
(4

06
) 5

87
-2

40
6

Bo
ze

m
an

 W
at

er
sh

ed
 

C
ou

nc
il

m
on

ta
gn

e@
m

cn
.n

et

C
in

di
 C

ra
yt

on
 

(4
06

) 5
85

-2
78

9
iw

c@
in

te
gr

at
ed

w
ee

dc
on

tro
l.c

om

ht
tp

:/
/w

at
er

sh
ed

s.
m

on
ta

na
.e

du
/g

ro
up

s/
de

ta
ils

.as
p?

gr
ou

pI
D

=
44

C
la

rk
fo

rk
 W

at
er

sh
ed

 
E

du
ca

tio
n 

Pr
og

ra
m

U
sin

g 
th

e 
up

pe
r C

la
rk

 F
or

k 
ba

sin
 a

s a
n 

ou
td

oo
r l

ab
or

at
or

y 
an

d 
pr

of
es

sio
na

l s
ci

en
tis

ts
 a

s i
ns

tr
uc

to
rs

, C
FW

E
P 

w
or

ks
 w

ith
 st

ud
en

ts
 a

nd
 

th
ei

r t
ea

ch
er

s t
o 

fo
st

er
 e

nv
iro

nm
en

ta
l s

te
w

ar
ds

hi
p 

an
d 

sc
ie

nc
e-

ba
se

d 
de

ci
sio

n-
m

ak
in

g. 
T

hi
s e

du
ca

tio
n 

pr
og

ra
m

 is
 lo

ca
te

d 
w

ith
in

 th
e 

C
la

rk
 

Fo
rk

 B
as

in
 S

up
er

fu
nd

 a
re

a. 
C

FW
E

P 
re

ac
he

s m
id

dl
e 

an
d 

hi
gh

 sc
ho

ol
s 

in
 c

om
m

un
iti

es
 a

lo
ng

 th
e 

m
ai

ns
te

m
 o

f 
th

e 
C

la
rk

 F
or

k 
Ri

ve
r a

nd
 a

ll 
tri

bu
ta

rie
s a

bo
ve

 M
ill

to
w

n 
da

m
, i

nc
lu

di
ng

 th
e 

Ro
ck

 C
re

ek
, F

lin
t C

re
ek

, 
Bi

g 
Bl

ac
kf

oo
t, 

an
d 

Li
ttl

e 
Bl

ac
kf

oo
t R

iv
er

s.

C
ol

le
en

 E
lli

ot
t (

40
6)

 4
96

-
41

43
M

on
ta

na
 T

ec
h

ce
lli

ot
t@

m
te

ch
.e

du

w
w

w.
cf

w
ep

.o
rg

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n 

 
da

n.
ro

st
ad

@
m

t.n
ac

dn
et

.n
et

ht
tp

:/
/m

w
cc

.m
on

ta
na

.
ed

u/
gr

ou
ps

/d
et

ai
ls.

as
p?

gr
ou

pI
D

=
12

5



94  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

Fl
at

he
ad

 B
as

in
C

om
m

is
si

on
T

he
 F

la
th

ea
d 

Ba
sin

 C
om

m
iss

io
n 

w
as

 e
st

ab
lis

he
d 

in
 1

98
3 

by
 th

e 
M

on
ta

na
 L

eg
isl

at
ur

e 
to

 m
on

ito
r a

nd
 p

ro
te

ct
 th

e 
w

at
er

 q
ua

lit
y 

of
 th

e 
ba

sin
. T

he
 m

iss
io

n 
of

 th
e 

Fl
at

he
ad

 B
as

in
 C

om
m

iss
io

n 
is 

to
 p

ro
te

ct
 

th
e 

ex
ist

in
g 

hi
gh

 q
ua

lit
y 

of
 th

e 
Fl

at
he

ad
 L

ak
e 

aq
ua

tic
 e

nv
iro

nm
en

t; 
th

e 
w

at
er

s t
ha

t fl
ow

 in
to

, o
ut

 o
f, 

or
 a

re
 tr

ib
ut

ar
y 

to
 th

e 
la

ke
; a

nd
, t

he
 

na
tu

ra
l r

es
ou

rc
es

 a
nd

 e
nv

iro
nm

en
t o

f 
th

e 
Fl

at
he

ad
 B

as
in

.

M
ar

k 
H

ol
st

on
 

(4
06

)7
52

-0
08

1 
Fl

at
he

ad
 B

as
in

 C
om

m
iss

io
n 

fb
c@

m
t.g

ov

w
w

w.
fla

th
ea

db
as

in
co

m
m

iss
io

n.
or

g

Fl
at

he
ad

 L
ak

er
s

T
he

 F
la

th
ea

d 
La

ke
rs

 p
ro

vi
de

 le
ad

er
sh

ip
 in

 th
e 

pr
ot

ec
tio

n 
of

 F
la

th
ea

d 
La

ke
 a

nd
 it

s t
rib

ut
ar

ie
s t

hr
ou

gh
 o

ur
 S

te
w

ar
ds

hi
p 

Pr
og

ra
m

. T
he

 g
ro

up
 

en
co

ur
ag

es
 in

di
vi

du
al

 a
nd

 c
ol

le
ct

iv
e 

st
ew

ar
ds

hi
p 

an
d 

a 
w

at
er

sh
ed

 
ap

pr
oa

ch
 to

 re
so

ur
ce

 m
an

ag
em

en
t, 

la
nd

 u
se

 p
la

nn
in

g,
 a

nd
 w

at
er

 q
ua

lit
y 

pr
ot

ec
tio

n.
 T

he
 C

rit
ic

al
 L

an
ds

 P
ro

je
ct

 is
 a

 c
ol

la
bo

ra
tiv

e 
pr

oj
ec

t t
o 

id
en

tif
y, 

pr
ot

ec
t a

nd
 re

st
or

e 
la

nd
s a

nd
 w

at
er

s c
rit

ic
al

 to
 w

at
er

 q
ua

lit
y 

an
d 

is 
th

e 
ce

nt
er

pi
ec

e 
of

 th
e 

Fl
at

he
ad

 L
ak

er
s’ 

st
ew

ar
ds

hi
p 

pr
og

ra
m

. 

C
on

st
an

za
 v

on
 d

er
 P

ah
le

n
Fl

at
he

ad
 L

ak
er

s 
(4

06
) 8

83
-1

34
1

co
ns

ta
nz

a@
fla

th
ea

dl
ak

er
s.o

rg

w
w

w.
fla

th
ea

dl
ak

er
s.o

rg

G
re

at
er

 G
al

la
tin

 W
at

er
sh

ed
 

C
ou

nc
il

T
he

 m
iss

io
n 

of
 th

e 
G

re
at

er
 G

al
la

tin
 W

at
er

sh
ed

 C
ou

nc
il 

is 
to

 
pr

om
ot

e 
co

ns
er

va
tio

n 
an

d 
en

ha
nc

em
en

t o
f 

ou
r w

at
er

 re
so

ur
ce

s w
hi

le
 

su
pp

or
tin

g 
th

e 
tra

di
tio

ns
 o

f 
co

m
m

un
ity

, a
gr

ic
ul

tu
re

 a
nd

 re
cr

ea
tio

n.
 T

he
 

G
re

at
er

 G
al

la
tin

 W
at

er
sh

ed
 C

ou
nc

il 
se

rv
es

 a
s a

n 
um

br
el

la
 o

rg
an

iz
at

io
n 

to
 p

ro
vi

de
 te

ch
ni

ca
l a

nd
 a

dm
in

ist
ra

tiv
e 

as
sis

ta
nc

e 
to

 e
xi

st
in

g 
an

d 
ne

w
ly

 
fo

rm
ed

 g
ro

up
s t

ha
t f

oc
us

 o
n 

sp
ec

ifi
c 

ar
ea

s w
ith

in
 th

e 
w

at
er

sh
ed

. 

Ta
m

m
y 

C
ro

ne
 

(4
06

) 5
82

-3
14

5
G

re
at

er
 G

al
la

tin
 W

at
er

sh
ed

 
C

ou
nc

il
ta

m
m

y.c
ro

ne
@

ga
lla

tin
.m

t.g
ov

w
w

w.
gr

ea
te

rg
al

la
tin

.o
rg

H
as

ki
ll 

B
as

in
 W

at
er

sh
ed

 
C

ou
nc

il
T

he
 H

as
ki

ll 
Ba

sin
 W

at
er

sh
ed

 C
ou

nc
il 

ha
s b

ee
n 

in
 e

xi
st

en
ce

 si
nc

e 
Ju

ne
 

of
 2

00
0.

 T
he

 m
iss

io
n 

of
 th

e 
H

as
ki

ll 
Ba

sin
 W

at
er

sh
ed

 C
ou

nc
il 

is 
to

 
m

ai
nt

ai
n 

an
d 

en
ha

nc
e 

th
e 

ch
em

ic
al

, b
io

lo
gi

ca
l a

nd
 p

hy
sic

al
 in

te
gr

ity
 o

f 
H

as
ki

ll 
C

re
ek

 b
y 

a 
vo

lu
nt

ar
y 

an
d 

co
op

er
at

iv
e 

ef
fo

rt
. H

as
ki

ll 
C

re
ek

 is
 a

 
tri

bu
ta

ry
 to

 th
e 

W
hi

te
fis

h 
Ri

ve
r.

Pa
tti

 M
as

on
 

(4
06

) 7
52

-4
22

0
Fl

at
he

ad
 C

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

D
ist

ric
t

fc
d3

@
ce

nt
ur

yt
el

.n
et

ht
tp

:/
/w

at
er

sh
ed

s.m
on

ta
na

.
ed

u/
gr

ou
ps

/d
et

ai
ls.

as
p?

gr
ou

pI
D

=
12



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  9�

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

Je
ffe

rs
on

 R
iv

er
 W

at
er

sh
ed

 
C

ou
nc

il 
T

he
 m

iss
io

n 
of

 th
e 

Je
ff

er
so

n 
Ri

ve
r W

at
er

sh
ed

 C
ou

nc
il 

is 
to

 c
oo

rd
in

at
e 

ef
fo

rt
s, 

th
ro

ug
h 

a 
sp

iri
t o

f 
co

m
m

un
ity

 c
oo

pe
ra

tio
n 

an
d 

sh
ar

in
g,

 th
at

 
w

ill
 e

nh
an

ce
, c

on
se

rv
e, 

an
d 

pr
ot

ec
t t

he
 n

at
ur

al
 re

so
ur

ce
s, 

qu
al

ity
 o

f 
lif

e, 
an

d 
ec

on
om

ic
 v

ita
lit

y 
of

 th
e 

Je
ff

er
so

n 
Ri

ve
r w

at
er

sh
ed

. T
he

 g
ro

up
 

is 
pu

rs
ui

ng
 th

at
 m

iss
io

n 
by

 d
ev

el
op

in
g 

a 
dr

ou
gh

t m
an

ag
em

en
t p

la
n,

 
im

pr
ov

in
g 

co
m

m
un

ic
at

io
n 

am
on

g 
w

at
er

 u
se

rs
 a

nd
 n

at
ur

al
 re

so
ur

ce
 

m
an

ag
er

s i
n 

th
e 

Je
ff

er
so

n,
 B

ea
ve

rh
ea

d 
an

d 
Ru

by
 V

al
le

y 
w

at
er

sh
ed

s, 
fa

ci
lit

at
in

g 
a 

co
or

di
na

te
d 

ap
pr

oa
ch

 to
 p

ro
bl

em
 so

lv
in

g,
 p

ro
vi

di
ng

 
ed

uc
at

io
na

l o
pp

or
tu

ni
tie

s f
or

 b
as

in
 re

sid
en

ts,
 su

pp
or

tin
g 

co
op

er
at

iv
e 

re
se

ar
ch

 p
ro

je
ct

s, 
su

pp
or

tin
g 

flo
od

pl
ai

n 
pl

an
ni

ng
, a

nd
 p

ro
m

ot
in

g 
op

po
rt

un
iti

es
 to

 e
nh

an
ce

 th
e 

he
al

th
 o

f 
w

ild
 fi

sh
er

ie
s i

n 
th

e 
Je

ff
er

so
n 

Ri
ve

r a
nd

 it
s t

rib
ut

ar
ie

s.

Je
ff

 E
ric

ks
on

 a
nd

 M
ar

y 
Va

nd
en

bo
sc

h
Je

ff
er

so
n 

Ri
ve

r W
at

er
sh

ed
 

C
ou

nc
il

(4
06

) 4
49

-3
22

9
H

ea
dw

at
er

s@
q.

co
m

w
w

w.
je

ff
er

so
nr

iv
er

w
c.o

rg

K
oo

te
na

i R
iv

er
 N

et
w

or
k

T
he

 K
oo

te
na

i R
iv

er
 n

et
w

or
k 

(K
RN

) i
s a

 c
oo

pe
ra

tiv
e 

in
te

rn
at

io
na

l 
pa

rt
ne

rs
hi

p 
of

 in
di

vi
du

al
s, 

ag
en

ci
es

, a
nd

 d
iv

er
se

 c
iti

ze
n 

gr
ou

ps
 

de
di

ca
te

d 
to

 th
e 

ut
ili

za
tio

n,
 re

st
or

at
io

n,
 p

ro
m

ot
io

n,
 a

nd
 p

ro
te

ct
io

n 
of

 
w

at
er

 re
so

ur
ce

s i
n 

th
e 

K
oo

te
na

i R
iv

er
 w

at
er

sh
ed

. T
he

 p
rim

ar
y 

pu
rp

os
e 

of
 th

e 
K

oo
te

na
i R

iv
er

 N
et

w
or

k 
is 

to
 fo

st
er

 c
om

m
un

ic
at

io
n 

an
d 

im
pl

em
en

t c
ol

la
bo

ra
tiv

e 
pr

oc
es

se
s a

m
on

g 
pr

iv
at

e 
an

d 
pu

bl
ic

 in
te

re
st

s 
in

 th
e 

w
at

er
sh

ed
. T

he
se

 c
oo

pe
ra

tiv
e 

pr
og

ra
m

s l
ea

d 
to

 im
pr

ov
ed

 
re

so
ur

ce
 m

an
ag

em
en

t p
ra

ct
ic

es
 a

nd
 th

e 
re

st
or

at
io

n 
of

 w
at

er
 q

ua
lit

y 
an

d 
aq

ua
tic

 re
so

ur
ce

s i
n 

th
e 

ba
sin

. W
e 

se
ek

 to
 e

m
po

w
er

 lo
ca

l c
iti

ze
ns

 a
nd

 
gr

ou
ps

 fr
om

 tw
o 

st
at

es
, o

ne
 p

ro
vi

nc
e, 

tw
o 

co
un

tri
es

 a
nd

 a
ff

ec
te

d 
tri

ba
l 

na
tio

ns
 to

 c
ol

la
bo

ra
te

 in
 n

at
ur

al
 re

so
ur

ce
 m

an
ag

em
en

t i
n 

th
e 

ba
sin

.

K
oo

te
na

i R
iv

er
 N

et
w

or
k 

(4
06

) 2
95

-5
83

4
di

re
ct

or
@

ko
ot

en
ai

riv
er

ne
tw

or
k.

or
g

w
w

w.
ko

ot
en

ai
riv

er
ne

tw
or

k.
or

g

Li
ttl

e 
M

is
so

ur
i W

at
er

sh
ed

 
T

he
 C

ar
te

r C
ou

nt
y 

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
D

ist
ric

t h
as

 e
st

ab
lis

he
d 

an
d 

le
ad

s a
 

fo
rm

al
 st

re
am

 m
on

ito
rin

g 
pr

og
ra

m
 th

at
 is

 d
on

e 
an

nu
al

ly.
 T

he
 D

ist
ric

t 
co

or
di

na
te

s t
he

 st
re

am
 m

on
ito

rin
g 

w
ith

 D
E

Q
 a

nd
 N

RC
S.

C
ar

te
r C

ou
nt

y 
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

D
ist

ric
t

(4
06

)7
75

-6
35

5 
ex

t. 
10

1
gb

ru
sk

i@
m

t.n
rc

s.u
sd

a.g
ov

ht
tp

:/
/w

at
er

sh
ed

s.m
on

ta
na

.ed
u/

gr
ou

ps
/d

et
ail

s.a
sp

?g
ro

up
ID

=
4



96  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

Lo
lo

 W
at

er
sh

ed
 G

ro
up

 
T

he
 m

iss
io

n 
of

 th
e 

Lo
lo

 W
at

er
sh

ed
 G

ro
up

 is
 to

 u
nd

er
st

an
d 

an
d 

co
ns

er
ve

 th
e 

un
iq

ue
 c

ha
ra

ct
er

ist
ic

s o
f 

th
e 

Lo
lo

 C
re

ek
 W

at
er

sh
ed

, 
in

cl
ud

in
g 

its
 w

ild
lif

e, 
an

d 
fis

he
rie

s, 
sc

en
ic

 a
nd

 ru
ra

l c
ha

ra
ct

er
, l

oc
al

 
ag

ric
ul

tu
re

, a
nd

 re
cr

ea
tio

na
l o

pp
or

tu
ni

tie
s w

hi
le

 su
pp

or
tin

g 
pr

iv
at

e 
pr

op
er

ty
 ri

gh
ts.

 D
et

ai
le

d 
w

or
k 

pl
an

s f
or

 th
e 

fu
tu

re
 in

cl
ud

e 
st

re
am

ba
nk

 
st

ab
ili

za
tio

n 
w

or
k,

 h
el

p 
lo

ca
l l

an
d 

ow
ne

rs
 c

on
tro

l n
ox

io
us

 w
ee

ds
, 

in
st

al
la

tio
n 

of
 fi

sh
 sc

re
en

s o
n 

irr
ig

at
io

n 
di

ve
rs

io
ns

, a
nd

 o
ff

er
 lo

ca
l 

pe
op

le
 a

 v
oi

ce
 o

n 
iss

ue
s f

ac
in

g 
ou

r w
at

er
sh

ed
.

W
en

dy
 S

tu
rg

is 
(4

06
) 2

73
-2

44
6

Lo
lo

 W
at

er
sh

ed
 G

ro
up

w
en

dy
st

ur
gi

s@
br

es
na

n.
ne

t

ht
tp

:/
/w

at
er

sh
ed

s.
m

on
ta

na
.e

du
/g

ro
up

s/
de

ta
ils

.as
p?

gr
ou

pI
D

=
73

Lo
w

er
 C

la
rk

fo
rk

 W
at

er
sh

ed
 

C
ou

nc
ils

 
T

he
re

 a
re

 c
ur

re
nt

ly
 se

ve
n 

ac
tiv

e 
w

at
er

sh
ed

 c
ou

nc
ils

 in
 th

e 
lo

w
er

 C
la

rk
 

Fo
rk

, i
nc

lu
di

ng
 E

lk
, P

ro
sp

ec
t, 

Ro
ck

, W
hi

te
pi

ne
, T

ro
ut

, a
nd

 P
ilg

rim
 

C
re

ek
s a

nd
 B

ul
l R

iv
er

. I
n 

an
 e

ff
or

t t
o 

st
re

am
lin

e 
th

e 
pr

oc
es

s f
or

 
ad

m
in

ist
er

in
g 

an
d 

m
an

ag
in

g 
th

es
e 

se
ve

n 
w

at
er

sh
ed

 c
ou

nc
ils

, a
 n

ew
 

“u
m

br
el

la
” 

w
at

er
sh

ed
 c

ou
nc

il 
ha

s b
ee

n 
re

ce
nt

ly
 fo

rm
ed

. T
he

 fo
rm

at
io

n 
of

 th
is 

gr
ou

p 
w

ill
 b

en
efi

t a
ll 

lo
w

er
 C

la
rk

 F
or

k 
w

at
er

sh
ed

s b
y 

ex
pa

nd
in

g 
fu

nd
in

g 
op

po
rt

un
iti

es
 a

nd
 m

ax
im

iz
in

g 
ad

m
in

ist
ra

tiv
e 

ef
fic

ie
nc

y.

Je
an

 D
un

n 
(4

06
)8

27
-4

83
3

G
re

en
 M

ou
nt

ai
n 

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
D

ist
ric

t
gm

cd
@

bl
ac

kf
oo

t.n
et

 

ht
tp

:/
/w

at
er

sh
ed

s.
m

on
ta

na
.e

du
/g

ro
up

s/
de

ta
ils

.as
p?

gr
ou

pI
D

=
15

Lo
w

er
 T

en
 M

ile
 W

at
er

sh
ed

 
G

ro
up

T
he

 m
iss

io
n 

of
 th

e 
Lo

w
er

 T
en

 M
ile

 W
at

er
sh

ed
 G

gr
ou

p 
is 

to
 p

ro
te

ct
, 

im
pr

ov
e, 

an
d 

m
ai

nt
ai

n 
th

e 
Te

nm
ile

 w
at

er
sh

ed
 a

nd
 to

 p
ro

m
ot

e 
th

e 
vo

lu
nt

ar
y 

an
d 

co
op

er
at

iv
e 

re
so

ur
ce

 m
an

ag
em

en
t o

f 
th

e 
lo

w
er

 T
en

m
ile

 
C

re
ek

 w
at

er
sh

ed
 in

 L
ew

is 
an

d 
C

la
rk

 C
ou

nt
y. 

T
he

 th
re

e 
go

al
s f

or
 th

e 
or

ga
ni

za
tio

n 
ar

e 
1)

 E
nh

an
ce

 o
r m

ai
nt

ai
n 

w
at

er
 q

ua
lit

y 
an

d 
qu

an
tit

y 
w

ith
in

 th
e 

ba
sin

 w
ith

 c
on

sid
er

at
io

n 
of

 p
hy

sic
al

,ch
em

ic
al

, a
nd

 b
io

lo
gi

ca
l 

pa
ra

m
et

er
s; 

2)

Pr
om

ot
e 

ac
tio

n 
pl

an
s t

ha
t b

en
efi

t d
ro

ug
ht

 m
an

ag
em

en
t, 

flo
od

 
m

an
ag

em
en

t, 
an

d 
ov

er
al

l w
at

er
sh

ed
 h

ea
lth

; a
nd

, 3
) P

ro
vi

de
 e

du
ca

tio
na

l 
op

po
rt

un
iti

es
 fo

r b
ot

h 
th

e 
pu

bl
ic

 a
nd

 st
ak

eh
ol

de
rs

 re
ga

rd
in

g 
w

at
er

sh
ed

 
iss

ue
s. 

Jim
 W

ilb
ur

 
(4

06
) 4

57
-8

92
7

jw
ilb

ur
@

co
.le

w
is-

cl
ar

k.
m

t.u
s

w
w

w.
co

.le
w

is-
cl

ar
k.

m
t.u

s/
in

de
x.

ph
p?

id
=

71
6



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  97

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

M
ad

is
on

 V
al

le
y 

R
an

ch
la

nd
s 

G
ro

up
T

he
 M

ad
iso

n 
Va

lle
y 

Ra
nc

hl
an

ds
 G

ro
up

 w
or

ks
 to

 k
ee

p 
th

e 
ra

nc
hi

ng
 

w
ay

 o
f 

lif
e 

in
 th

e 
M

ad
iso

n 
Va

lle
y 

A
re

a. 
Th

e 
G

ro
up

 a
cc

om
pl

ish
es

 
th

is 
by

 d
ev

el
op

in
g 

w
ay

s t
o 

en
ha

nc
e 

th
e 

ec
on

om
ic

 v
ia

bi
lit

y 
of

 fa
m

ily
 

ra
nc

he
s; 

pr
es

er
vi

ng
 tr

ad
iti

on
al

 ru
ra

l c
om

m
un

ity
 a

nd
 fa

m
ily

 ra
nc

h 
va

lu
es

; e
ns

ur
in

g 
pr

od
uc

tiv
e 

ag
ric

ul
tu

re
 th

ro
ug

h 
th

e 
pr

ot
ec

tio
n 

of
 

pr
iv

at
e 

pr
op

er
ty

 ri
gh

ts
 a

nd
 o

pe
n 

sp
ac

e, 
as

 w
el

l a
s m

ai
nt

ai
ni

ng
 h

ea
lth

y 
gr

as
sla

nd
s, 

w
ild

lif
e 

ha
bi

ta
t, 

an
d 

w
at

er
sh

ed
s; 

w
or

ki
ng

 c
oo

pe
ra

tiv
el

y 
w

ith
 

gr
ou

ps
, a

ge
nc

ie
s, 

an
d 

in
di

vi
du

al
s w

ho
 sh

ar
e 

ou
r g

oa
ls 

an
d 

co
m

m
itm

en
t 

to
 th

e 
la

nd
.

La
ne

 A
da

m
so

n 
(4

06
) 6

82
-3

25
9

M
ad

iso
n 

Va
lle

y 
Ra

nc
hl

an
ds

 
G

ro
up

m
vr

an
ch

@
3r

iv
er

s.n
et

w
w

w.
m

ad
iso

nv
al

le
yr

an
ch

la
nd

s.
or

g

M
ar

ia
s 

R
iv

er
 W

at
er

sh
ed

T
he

 M
ar

ia
s R

iv
er

 W
at

er
sh

ed
 is

 a
 c

ol
le

ct
io

n 
of

 la
nd

ow
ne

rs
, c

iti
ze

n 
gr

ou
ps

, i
nd

iv
id

ua
ls,

 b
us

in
es

se
s, 

in
du

st
ry

 a
nd

 tr
ib

es
 w

ith
 a

 c
om

m
on

 
go

al
 o

f 
pr

ot
ec

tin
g 

an
d 

im
pr

ov
in

g 
th

e 
la

nd
 a

nd
 re

so
ur

ce
s o

f 
th

e 
M

ar
ia

s 
Ri

ve
r. 

T
he

 W
at

er
sh

ed
 in

cl
ud

es
 se

ve
n 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n 

di
st

ric
ts

 —
 G

la
ci

er
, 

To
ol

e, 
Li

be
rt

y, 
H

ill
, P

on
de

ra
, C

ho
ut

ea
u,

 a
nd

 B
ig

 S
an

dy
, p

lu
s t

w
o 

In
di

an
 

re
se

rv
at

io
ns

—
th

e 
Bl

ac
kf

ee
t a

nd
 R

oc
ky

 B
oy

, t
ha

t h
av

e 
ta

ke
n 

a 
pr

oa
ct

iv
e 

ap
pr

oa
ch

 in
 p

ro
ce

ss
in

g 
a 

w
at

er
sh

ed
 p

la
n 

fo
r t

he
 M

ar
ia

s R
iv

er
 d

ra
in

ag
e.

Ro
ge

r Z
en

tz
is 

(4
06

) 2
92

-3
59

4
M

ar
ia

s R
iv

er
 W

at
er

sh
ed

rz
en

tz
is@

m
ar

ia
sr

iv
er

.o
rg

w
w

w.
m

ar
ia

sr
iv

er
.c

om

M
is

so
ur

i R
iv

er
 C

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

D
is

tr
ic

ts
 C

ou
nc

il
T

he
 m

iss
io

n 
of

 th
e 

M
iss

ou
ri 

Ri
ve

r C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
D

ist
ric

ts
 C

ou
nc

il 
is 

to
 re

pr
es

en
t n

at
ur

al
 re

so
ur

ce
 a

nd
 e

nv
iro

nm
en

ta
l i

nt
er

es
ts

 o
n 

th
e 

M
iss

ou
ri 

Ri
ve

r. 
T

hi
s C

ou
nc

il 
be

lie
ve

s t
he

 c
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
of

 th
e 

riv
er

 
an

d 
its

 c
or

rid
or

 a
nd

 th
e 

su
st

ai
na

bi
lit

y 
of

 it
s v

ar
io

us
 u

se
s c

an
 b

es
t b

e 
ac

co
m

pl
ish

ed
 th

ro
ug

h 
gr

as
sr

oo
ts

 c
ol

la
bo

ra
tio

n,
 e

du
ca

tio
n,

 in
ce

nt
iv

es
, 

an
d 

vo
lu

nt
ar

y 
ac

tio
n.

 It
 is

 th
e 

go
al

 o
f 

th
e 

M
iss

ou
ri 

Ri
ve

r C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
D

ist
ric

ts
 C

ou
nc

il 
to

 p
ro

vi
de

 le
ad

er
sh

ip
, a

ss
ist

an
ce

, a
nd

 g
ui

da
nc

e 
to

 
co

ns
er

va
tio

n 
di

st
ric

ts
 a

lo
ng

 th
e 

M
iss

ou
ri 

Ri
ve

r C
or

rid
or

 in
 o

rd
er

 to
 

pr
es

en
t a

 u
ni

fie
d 

fr
on

t a
nd

 c
ol

le
ct

iv
e 

vo
ic

e 
w

he
n 

ad
dr

es
sin

g 
na

tu
ra

l 
re

so
ur

ce
 is

su
es

, o
pp

or
tu

ni
tie

s, 
an

d 
ch

al
le

ng
es

 a
nd

 to
 b

ec
om

e 
a 

fo
ru

m
 

fo
r M

iss
ou

ri 
Ri

ve
r s

ta
ke

ho
ld

er
s t

o 
sh

ar
e 

pe
rs

pe
ct

iv
es

, s
ol

ve
 p

ro
bl

em
s, 

an
d 

ex
ch

an
ge

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

on
 M

iss
ou

ri 
Ri

ve
r r

es
ou

rc
e 

m
an

ag
em

en
t.

In
 a

nt
ic

ip
at

io
n 

of
 th

e 
pa

ss
ag

e 
an

d 
pu

rs
ua

nt
 to

 th
e 

au
th

or
ity

 o
f 

th
e 

V
ic

ki
 M

ar
qu

is 
(4

06
) 4

68
-0

05
6

M
iss

ou
ri 

Ri
ve

r C
on

s. 
D

ist
. 

C
ou

nc
il

m
rc

dc
@

m
iss

ou
rir

iv
er

co
un

ci
l.

in
fo

w
w

w.
m

iss
ou

rir
iv

er
co

un
ci

l.i
nf

o



9�  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

W
at

er
 R

es
ou

rc
es

 D
ev

el
op

m
en

t A
ct

 o
f 

20
07

, t
he

 C
ou

nc
il 

is 
co

nv
en

in
g 

th
e 

M
iss

ou
ri 

Ri
ve

r R
ec

ov
er

y 
Im

pl
em

en
ta

tio
n 

C
om

m
itt

ee
 is

 c
on

ve
ne

d 
un

de
r t

he
 a

ut
ho

rit
y 

of
 th

e 
or

 a
s i

t m
ay

 b
e 

am
en

de
d.

 T
hi

s C
om

m
itt

ee
 

w
ill

 p
ro

vi
de

 a
 c

ol
la

bo
ra

tiv
e 

fo
ru

m
 to

 d
ev

el
op

 a
 sh

ar
ed

 v
isi

on
 a

nd
 a

 
co

m
pr

eh
en

siv
e 

pl
an

 to
 h

el
p 

gu
id

e 
th

e 
pr

io
rit

iz
at

io
n,

 im
pl

em
en

ta
tio

n,
 

m
on

ito
rin

g,
 e

va
lu

at
io

n,
 a

nd
 a

da
pt

at
io

n 
of

 re
co

ve
ry

 a
ct

io
ns

 in
 th

e 
up

pe
r 

M
iss

ou
ri 

Ri
ve

r b
as

in
.

M
os

by
 M

us
se

ls
he

ll 
W

at
er

sh
ed

 G
ro

up
T

he
 M

os
by

 M
us

se
lsh

el
l W

at
er

sh
ed

 G
ro

up
 w

as
 fo

rm
ed

 in
 Ja

nu
ar

y, 
20

05
 a

nd
 in

cl
ud

es
 a

bo
ut

 3
2 

pr
od

uc
er

s p
lu

s s
om

e 
sm

al
l l

an
do

w
ne

rs
. I

t 
in

cl
ud

es
 a

bo
ut

 1
00

 ri
ve

r m
ile

s a
nd

 e
xt

en
ds

 fr
om

 th
e 

so
ut

h 
Pe

tro
le

um
 

C
ou

nt
y 

lin
e, 

no
rt

h 
to

 th
e 

Fo
rt

 P
ec

k 
Re

se
rv

oi
r. 

D
ia

ne
 A

hl
gr

en
 

(4
06

)4
29

-6
85

1
M

os
by

 M
us

se
lsh

el
l W

at
er

sh
ed

 
G

ro
up

di
an

e.a
hl

gr
en

@
m

t.n
ac

dn
et

.n
et

ht
tp

:/
/w

at
er

sh
ed

s.m
on

ta
na

.
ed

u/
gr

ou
ps

/d
et

ai
ls.

as
p?

gr
ou

pI
D

=
12

1

R
an

ch
er

’s
 S

te
w

ar
ds

hi
p 

A
lli

an
ce

T
he

 m
iss

io
n 

of
 th

e 
Ra

nc
he

rs
 S

te
w

ar
ds

hi
p 

A
lli

an
ce

 is
 to

 p
ro

m
ot

e 
th

e 
ec

ol
og

ic
al

, s
oc

ia
l a

nd
 e

co
no

m
ic

 c
on

di
tio

ns
 th

at
 w

ill
 su

st
ai

n 
th

e 
bi

od
iv

er
sit

y 
an

d 
in

te
gr

ity
 o

f 
A

m
er

ic
a’s

 n
or

th
er

n 
m

ix
ed

-g
ra

ss
 p

ra
iri

e 
fo

r 
pr

es
en

t a
nd

 fu
tu

re
 g

en
er

at
io

ns
. 

Ly
nd

a 
Po

ol
e 

(4
06

)6
58

-2
50

4
Ra

nc
he

rs
 S

te
w

ar
ds

hi
p 

A
lli

an
ce

in
fo

@
ra

nc
he

rs
st

ew
ar

ds
hi

pa
lli

an
ce

.o
rg

w
w

w.
ra

nc
he

rs
st

ew
ar

ds
hi

pa
lli

an
ce

.o
rg

/
in

de
x.

as
p

R
ed

w
at

er
 R

iv
er

 W
at

er
sh

ed
 

G
ro

up
 

T
he

 M
cC

on
e 

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
D

ist
ric

t a
nd

 lo
ca

l l
an

do
w

ne
rs

 w
ith

 th
e 

he
lp

 
of

 D
E

Q
, N

RC
S 

an
d 

se
ve

ra
l o

th
er

 a
ge

nc
ie

s a
re

 a
ss

es
sin

g 
th

e 
im

pa
ire

d 
Je

an
ne

 K
irk

eg
ar

d 
(4

06
)4

85
-2

74
4



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  99

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

st
re

am
s i

n 
M

cC
on

e 
C

ou
nt

y.
M

cC
on

e 
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

D
ist

ric
t

ht
tp

:/
/w

at
er

sh
ed

s.m
on

ta
na

.
ed

u/
gr

ou
ps

/d
et

ai
ls.

as
p?

gr
ou

pI
D

=
35

R
ub

y 
R

iv
er

 W
at

er
sh

ed
 

C
ou

nc
il 

T
he

 c
ha

rg
e 

of
 th

e 
Ru

by
 W

at
er

sh
ed

 C
ou

nc
il 

is 
th

e 
ge

ne
ra

l w
at

er
sh

ed
 

he
al

th
 o

f 
th

e 
Ru

by
 V

al
le

y. 
T

he
 C

ou
nc

il 
lo

ok
s a

t t
he

 e
nt

ire
 w

at
er

sh
ed

 
be

fo
re

 b
rin

gi
ng

 a
 p

ro
gr

am
 in

 p
la

ce
. O

ur
 m

iss
io

n 
is 

to
: “

A
ss

ist
 F

am
ily

 
A

gr
ic

ul
tu

ra
l O

pe
ra

tio
ns

 b
y 

Im
pr

ov
in

g 
Pr

od
uc

tio
n,

 a
nd

 E
nh

an
ci

ng
 a

nd
 

Pr
ot

ec
tin

g 
N

at
ur

al
 R

es
ou

rc
es

.”
 T

he
 R

ub
y 

W
at

er
sh

ed
 C

ou
nc

il 
(R

W
C

) 
w

as
 c

re
at

ed
 a

nd
 e

m
po

w
er

ed
 b

y 
th

e 
Ru

by
 v

al
le

y 
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

D
ist

ric
t 

fo
r t

he
 p

ur
po

se
 o

f 
ad

vi
sin

g 
th

e 
D

ist
ric

t w
ith

 re
ga

rd
 to

 1
) C

oo
rd

in
at

io
n 

of
 w

at
er

sh
ed

 p
la

nn
in

g;
 2

) E
du

ca
tio

n 
an

d 
O

ut
re

ac
h;

 3
) I

de
nt

ifi
ca

tio
n 

of
 p

ro
je

ct
s; 

4)
 A

cq
ui

sit
io

n 
of

 fu
nd

in
g 

to
 im

pl
em

en
t p

la
ns

 a
nd

 p
ro

je
ct

s; 
an

d,
 5

) C
om

m
un

ity
 c

ol
la

bo
ra

tio
n 

to
 sh

ar
e 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n,

 e
du

ca
tio

n 
an

d 
co

nc
er

ns
 fo

r c
on

sid
er

at
io

n.

A
nn

 S
ch

w
en

d 
(4

06
) 8

42
-5

74
1 

ex
t. 

10
6

Ru
by

 W
at

er
sh

ed
 C

ou
nc

il
rw

c@
rv

cd
.o

rg

w
w

w.
rv

cd
.o

rg

Sa
ge

 C
re

ek
 W

at
er

sh
ed

 
A

lli
an

ce
 

T
he

 S
ag

e 
C

re
ek

 W
at

er
sh

ed
 A

lli
an

ce
 (S

C
W

A
) w

as
 fo

rm
ed

 a
s a

 re
su

lt 
of

 
re

sid
en

ts
’ i

nc
re

as
in

g 
al

ar
m

 o
ve

r t
he

 q
ua

lit
y 

of
 th

e 
w

at
er

 in
 S

ag
e 

C
re

ek
 

(L
ib

er
ty

 a
nd

 H
ill

 C
ou

nt
ie

s)
. T

he
 p

rim
ar

y 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

ta
l, 

ag
ric

ul
tu

ra
l 

an
d 

co
m

m
un

ity
 c

on
ce

rn
 o

f 
th

e 
A

lli
an

ce
 is

 sa
lin

iz
at

io
n 

of
 c

ul
tiv

at
ed

 
cr

op
la

nd
, n

at
ur

al
 d

ra
in

ag
ew

ay
s a

nd
 su

rf
ac

e 
w

at
er

s a
s a

 re
su

lt 
of

 e
xc

es
s 

sh
al

lo
w

 sa
lin

e 
gr

ou
nd

w
at

er
 m

ov
in

g 
to

 th
e 

su
rf

ac
e.

M
ar

le
ne

 M
oo

n 
(4

06
) 7

59
-5

77
8 

ex
t. 

10
2

Li
be

rt
y 

C
ou

nt
y 

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
D

ist
ric

t
m

ar
le

ne
-m

oo
n 

@
m

t.n
ac

dn
et

.
or

g

ht
tp

:/
/w

at
er

sh
ed

s.m
on

ta
na

.
ed

u/
gr

ou
ps

/d
et

ai
ls.

as
p?

gr
ou

pI
D

=
23

So
ut

he
rn

 C
ra

zy
 M

ou
nt

ai
n 

W
at

er
sh

ed
 G

ro
up

 
T

he
 S

ou
th

er
n 

C
ra

zy
 M

ou
nt

ai
n 

W
at

er
sh

ed
 is

 a
 c

ol
le

ct
io

n 
of

 la
nd

ow
ne

rs
 

an
d 

ci
tiz

en
s o

f 
th

e 
co

m
m

un
ity

 w
ith

 a
 c

om
m

on
 g

oa
l o

f 
pr

ot
ec

tin
g 

Ja
y 

Ba
ile

y 
(4

06
)2

22
-2

89
9



100  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

an
d 

im
pr

ov
in

g 
th

e 
la

nd
, w

at
er

, a
nd

 re
so

ur
ce

s o
f 

th
e 

w
at

er
sh

ed
. T

he
 

pu
rp

os
e 

of
 th

e 
G

ro
up

 is
 1

) t
o 

ed
uc

at
e 

la
nd

ow
ne

rs
 a

nd
 th

e 
pu

bl
ic

 o
n 

na
tu

ra
l r

es
ou

rc
e 

iss
ue

s; 
2)

 to
 in

ve
nt

or
y 

an
d 

do
cu

m
en

t c
ha

ng
es

 in
 th

e 
re

so
ur

ce
 b

as
e;

 3
) t

o 
de

ve
lo

p 
so

lu
tio

ns
 to

 p
ro

bl
em

s, 
w

hi
ch

 w
ill

 p
ro

te
ct

 
ag

ric
ul

tu
re

 a
nd

 n
ot

 d
am

ag
e 

bu
t s

tri
ve

 to
 im

pr
ov

e 
th

e 
na

tu
ra

l r
es

ou
rc

es
 

w
ith

in
 th

e 
ar

ea
; 4

) t
o 

w
or

k 
w

ith
 F

ed
er

al
, S

ta
te

, a
nd

 C
ou

nt
y 

ag
en

ci
es

 
to

 c
oo

rd
in

at
e 

w
at

er
sh

ed
 im

pr
ov

em
en

t a
ct

iv
iti

es
 in

 a
 fe

as
ib

le
 a

nd
 

ec
on

om
ic

al
 m

an
ne

r; 
5)

 to
 w

or
k 

w
ith

 a
ge

nc
ie

s a
nd

 o
th

er
 o

rg
an

iz
at

io
ns

 
to

 h
el

p 
se

cu
re

 fu
nd

in
g 

to
 im

pr
ov

e 
th

e 
na

tu
ra

l r
es

ou
rc

es
 in

 th
e 

w
at

er
sh

ed
 a

re
a; 

an
d,

 6
) t

o 
w

or
k 

w
ith

 n
ei

gh
bo

rin
g 

G
ro

up
s o

n 
co

m
m

on
 

pr
ob

le
m

s i
n 

bo
rd

er
in

g 
an

d 
ov

er
la

pp
in

g 
ar

ea
s. 

Su
n 

R
iv

er
 W

at
er

sh
ed

 
C

om
m

itt
ee

T
he

 S
un

 R
iv

er
 W

at
er

sh
ed

 C
om

m
itt

ee
 is

 fo
cu

se
d 

on
 w

at
er

 q
ua

lit
y, 

w
at

er
 q

ua
nt

ity
, n

ox
io

us
 w

ee
d 

m
an

ag
em

en
t a

nd
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t i

ss
ue

s 
w

ith
in

 th
e 

w
at

er
sh

ed
. T

he
 C

om
m

itt
ee

 is
 c

on
ce

rn
ed

 a
dd

re
ss

es
 is

su
es

 
re

la
te

d 
to

 w
ild

lif
e 

ha
bi

ta
t; 

st
re

am
 st

ab
ili

za
tio

n;
 se

di
m

en
t c

on
tro

ls 
fr

om
 W

ill
ow

 C
re

ek
 a

nd
 G

ib
so

n 
Re

se
rv

oi
rs

; fi
re

 m
an

ag
em

en
t r

el
at

iv
e 

to
 se

di
m

en
ta

tio
n;

 e
ro

sio
n 

pr
ob

le
m

s; 
E

lk
 C

re
ek

 d
ra

in
ag

e 
ha

bi
ta

t a
nd

 
st

re
am

 fl
ow

; a
nd

, p
ot

en
tia

l r
es

er
vo

irs
 re

-r
eg

ul
at

io
n 

to
 c

on
se

rv
e 

w
at

er
.

A
lla

n 
Ro

llo
 

(4
06

) 7
27

-4
43

7
Su

n 
Ri

ve
r W

at
er

sh
ed

 
C

om
m

itt
ee

ar
ol

lo
@

m
cn

.n
et

ht
tp

:/
/w

at
er

sh
ed

s.
m

on
ta

na
.e

du
/g

ro
up

s/
de

ta
ils

.as
p?

gr
ou

pI
D

=
27

Sw
an

 E
co

sy
st

em
 C

en
te

r
Sw

an
 E

co
sy

st
em

 C
en

te
r (

SE
C

) i
s a

 n
on

pr
ofi

t c
om

m
un

ity
 g

ro
up

 
in

 th
e 

Sw
an

 V
al

le
y 

of
 n

or
th

w
es

te
rn

 M
on

ta
na

. P
eo

pl
e 

w
ith

 d
iv

er
se

 
pe

rs
pe

ct
iv

es
 le

ar
n 

ab
ou

t t
he

 e
co

sy
st

em
 a

nd
 p

ar
tic

ip
at

e 
in

 la
nd

 
m

an
ag

em
en

t d
ec

isi
on

s o
n 

pu
bl

ic
 a

nd
 p

riv
at

e 
la

nd
. I

ts
 m

iss
io

n 
re

fle
ct

s 
th

at
 th

e 
ci

tiz
en

s o
f 

Sw
an

 V
al

le
y, 

M
on

ta
na

, h
av

e 
a 

se
lf-

im
po

se
d 

se
ns

e 
of

 re
sp

on
sib

ili
ty

 to
 m

ai
nt

ai
n 

a 
st

ro
ng

, v
ita

l c
om

m
un

ity
, o

ne
 in

vo
lv

ed
 in

 
se

tti
ng

 it
s o

w
n 

de
st

in
y 

th
ro

ug
h 

pa
rt

ne
rs

hi
ps

 th
at

 e
nc

ou
ra

ge
 su

st
ai

na
bl

e 
us

e 
an

d 
ca

re
 o

f 
pu

bl
ic

 a
nd

 p
riv

at
e 

la
nd

s. 
SE

C
 w

as
 fo

rm
ed

 b
ec

au
se

 
its

 p
eo

pl
e 

he
re

 c
ar

e 
de

ep
ly

 a
bo

ut
 th

e 
la

nd
. T

he
y 

w
an

t t
o 

pr
ot

ec
t t

he
 

en
vi

ro
nm

en
t a

nd
 c

on
tin

ue
 m

ak
in

g 
a 

liv
in

g. 
Re

sid
en

ts
 a

lso
 h

av
e 

in
tim

at
e 

kn
ow

le
dg

e 
of

 th
e 

ar
ea

 e
co

sy
st

em
.

A
nn

e 
D

ah
l 

(4
06

)7
54

-3
13

7
Sw

an
 E

co
sy

st
em

 C
en

te
r

sw
an

ec
@

bl
ac

kf
oo

t.n
et

w
w

w.
sw

an
ec

os
ys

te
m

ce
nt

er
.c

om

Pa
rk

 C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
D

ist
ric

t  

ht
tp

:/
/w

at
er

sh
ed

s.m
on

ta
na

.
ed

u/
gr

ou
ps

/d
et

ai
ls.

as
p?

gr
ou

pI
D

=
25

w
w

w.
pa

rk
cd

.o
rg

/s
cm

w
g.h

tm
l



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  101

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

Te
to

n 
R

iv
er

 W
at

er
sh

ed
 

G
ro

up
T

he
 T

et
on

 R
iv

er
 W

at
er

sh
ed

 G
ro

up
 is

 c
on

ce
rn

ed
 a

bo
ut

 n
ox

io
us

 w
ee

ds
, 

w
at

er
 q

ua
lit

y 
an

d 
w

at
er

 q
ua

nt
ity

 in
 th

e 
Te

to
n 

Ri
ve

r d
ra

in
ag

e 
in

 C
ho

te
au

 
an

d 
Te

to
n 

C
ou

nt
ie

s.

A
lla

n 
Ro

llo
 

(4
06

) 7
27

-4
43

7
Te

to
n 

Ri
ve

r W
at

er
sh

ed
 

G
ro

up
ar

ol
lo

@
m

cn
.n

et

ht
tp

:/
/w

at
er

sh
ed

s.
m

on
ta

na
.e

du
/g

ro
up

s/
de

ta
ils

.as
p?

gr
ou

pI
D

=
28

Tr
i-S

ta
te

 W
at

er
 Q

ua
lit

y 
C

ou
nc

il 
T

he
 n

on
-p

ro
fit

 T
ri-

St
at

e 
W

at
er

 Q
ua

lit
y 

C
ou

nc
il 

is 
a 

su
cc

es
sf

ul
 

pa
rt

ne
rs

hi
p 

of
 d

iv
er

se
 c

om
m

un
ity

 in
te

re
st

s—
in

cl
ud

in
g 

ci
tiz

en
s, 

bu
sin

es
s, 

in
du

st
ry

, t
rib

es
, g

ov
er

nm
en

t, 
an

d 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

ta
l g

ro
up

s—
w

or
ki

ng
 to

ge
th

er
 to

 im
pr

ov
e 

an
d 

pr
ot

ec
t w

at
er

 q
ua

lit
y 

th
ro

ug
ho

ut
 th

e 
26

,0
00

 sq
ua

re
 m

ile
 C

la
rk

 F
or

k-
Pe

nd
 O

re
ill

e 
w

at
er

sh
ed

. 

Ru
th

 W
at

ki
ns

 
(2

08
) 2

65
-9

09
2

Tr
i-S

ta
te

 W
at

er
 Q

ua
lit

y 
C

ou
nc

il
tri

st
at

ec
ou

nc
il@

sa
nd

po
in

t.n
et

w
w

w.
tri

st
at

ec
ou

nc
il.

or
g/

in
de

x.
ht

m
l

U
pp

er
 C

la
rk

 F
or

k 
R

iv
er

 
B

as
in

 S
te

er
in

g 
C

om
m

itt
ee

 
T

he
 U

pp
er

 C
la

rk
 F

or
k 

Ri
ve

r B
as

in
 S

te
er

in
g 

C
om

m
itt

ee
 w

as
 fo

rm
ed

 
to

 e
st

ab
lis

h 
a 

co
lla

bo
ra

tiv
e 

w
at

er
sh

ed
 b

as
ed

 p
la

nn
in

g 
ef

fo
rt

 to
 a

dd
re

ss
 

th
e 

w
at

er
 re

se
rv

at
io

n 
pr

oc
es

s i
n 

th
e 

C
la

rk
 F

or
k.

 S
ub

se
qu

en
tly

, t
he

 1
99

1 
M

on
ta

na
 L

eg
isl

at
ur

e 
ap

pr
ov

ed
 le

gi
sla

tio
n 

to
 im

pl
em

en
t a

 v
ol

un
ta

ril
y 

ne
go

tia
te

d 
ag

re
em

en
t b

y 
U

pp
er

 C
la

rk
 F

or
k 

w
at

er
 u

se
rs

 a
nd

 m
an

ag
er

 
an

d 
fo

rm
al

ly
 re

co
gn

iz
ed

 th
e 

St
ee

rin
g 

C
om

m
itt

ee
 a

s a
 w

at
er

sh
ed

 g
ro

up
. 

T
he

re
af

te
r, 

th
e 

gr
ou

p 
de

ve
lo

pe
d 

a 
w

at
er

 b
as

in
 m

an
ag

em
en

t p
la

n,
 

se
ve

ra
l p

ro
vi

sio
ns

 o
f 

w
hi

ch
 h

av
e 

be
en

 im
pl

em
en

te
d 

th
ro

ug
h 

ad
di

tio
na

l 
le

gi
sla

tio
n.

 T
he

 g
ro

up
 c

on
tin

ue
s t

o 
ad

dr
es

s i
ss

ue
s, 

pr
im

ar
ily

 re
la

te
d 

to
 

w
at

er
 a

nd
 p

ol
ic

y, 
in

 th
e 

w
at

er
sh

ed
.

G
er

al
d 

M
ue

lle
r 

(4
06

) 5
43

-0
02

6
U

pp
er

 C
la

rk
 F

or
k 

Ri
ve

r 
Ba

sin
 S

te
er

in
g 

C
om

m
itt

ee
gm

ue
le

r@
in

-tc
h.

co
m

ht
tp

:/
/w

at
er

sh
ed

s.
m

on
ta

na
.e

du
/g

ro
up

s/
de

ta
ils

.as
p?

gr
ou

pI
D

=
18



102  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

U
pp

er
 S

hi
el

ds
 W

at
er

sh
ed

 
A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n
T

he
 U

pp
er

 S
hi

el
ds

 R
iv

er
 W

at
er

sh
ed

 A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n 

is 
a 

co
lle

ct
io

n 
of

 
la

nd
 o

w
ne

rs
 a

nd
 c

iti
ze

ns
 o

f 
th

e 
co

m
m

un
ity

 th
at

 sh
ar

e 
th

e 
vi

sio
n 

th
at

 
ra

nc
hi

ng
, a

s a
 w

ay
 o

f 
lif

e, 
ca

n 
an

d 
m

us
t b

e 
pr

es
er

ve
d.

 T
hi

s g
ro

up
 h

as
 

be
en

 d
ra

w
n 

to
ge

th
er

 fo
r t

he
 p

ur
po

se
 o

f 
pr

ot
ec

tin
g 

an
d 

im
pr

ov
in

g 
th

e 
la

nd
, w

at
er

, a
nd

 th
e 

re
so

ur
ce

s o
f 

th
e 

la
nd

 si
nc

e 
th

es
e 

re
pr

es
en

t t
he

 
ve

ry
 fo

un
da

tio
n 

of
 ra

nc
hi

ng
. T

he
 p

ur
po

se
 o

f 
th

e 
A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n 
is 

1)
 to

 
ed

uc
at

e 
la

nd
ow

ne
rs

 a
nd

 th
e 

pu
bl

ic
 o

n 
na

tu
ra

l r
es

ou
rc

e 
iss

ue
s; 

2)
 to

 
in

ve
nt

or
y 

an
d 

do
cu

m
en

t c
ha

ng
es

 in
 th

e 
re

so
ur

ce
 b

as
e;

 3
) t

o 
de

ve
lo

p 
so

lu
tio

ns
 to

 p
ro

bl
em

s, 
w

hi
ch

 w
ill

 p
ro

te
ct

 a
gr

ic
ul

tu
re

 w
hi

le
 p

os
iti

ve
ly

 
im

pr
ov

in
g 

na
tu

ra
l r

es
ou

rc
es

 w
ith

in
 th

e 
ar

ea
; 4

) t
o 

w
or

k 
w

ith
 F

ed
er

al
, 

St
at

e, 
an

d 
C

ou
nt

y 
ag

en
ci

es
 to

 c
oo

rd
in

at
e 

w
at

er
sh

ed
 im

pr
ov

em
en

t 
ac

tiv
iti

es
 in

 a
 fe

as
ib

le
 a

nd
 e

co
no

m
ic

al
 m

an
ne

r; 
an

d,
 5

) t
o 

w
or

k 
w

ith
 

ag
en

ci
es

 to
 h

el
p 

se
cu

re
 fu

nd
in

g 
to

 im
pr

ov
e 

th
e 

na
tu

ra
l r

es
ou

rc
es

 in
 th

e 
w

at
er

sh
ed

 a
re

a.

W
at

er
sh

ed
 m

em
be

rs
 w

an
t t

o 
pr

es
er

ve
 a

nd
 e

nh
an

ce
 Y

el
lo

w
st

on
e 

C
ut

th
ro

at
 T

ro
ut

 p
op

ul
at

io
ns

 th
ro

ug
ho

ut
 th

e 
Sh

ie
ld

s W
at

er
sh

ed
 w

hi
le

 
m

ai
nt

ai
ni

ng
 fl

ex
ib

ili
ty

 in
 ra

nc
h 

m
an

ag
em

en
t d

ec
isi

on
s. 

A
lth

ou
gh

 th
e 

Ye
llo

w
st

on
e 

C
ut

th
ro

at
 T

ro
ut

 is
 a

 h
ig

hl
y 

vi
sib

le
 sp

ec
ie

s, 
th

e 
W

at
er

sh
ed

 
m

em
be

rs
 a

lso
 w

ish
 to

 im
pr

ov
e 

th
e 

ha
bi

ta
t t

hr
ou

gh
ou

t t
he

 w
at

er
sh

ed
 

ar
ea

 fo
r o

th
er

 w
ild

lif
e 

an
d 

fis
h 

sp
ec

ie
s t

ha
t i

nh
ab

it 
th

is 
ar

ea
.

A
la

n 
Jo

hn
st

on
e 

(4
06

) 5
78

-2
18

6
Pa

rk
 C

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

D
ist

ric
t  

jo
hn

st
on

er
an

ch
@

hu
gh

es
.n

et

ht
tp

:/
/w

at
er

sh
ed

s.m
on

ta
na

.
ed

u/
gr

ou
ps

/d
et

ai
ls.

as
p?

gr
ou

pI
D

=
30

w
w

w.
pa

rk
cd

.o
rg

/u
sw

a.h
tm

l

U
pp

er
 T

en
m

ile
 S

te
er

in
g 

G
ro

up
 

T
he

 U
pp

er
 T

en
m

ile
 S

te
er

in
g 

G
ro

up
 w

as
 fo

rm
ed

 in
 M

ar
ch

 1
99

6 
to

 
ad

dr
es

s i
ss

ue
s r

el
at

ed
 to

 w
at

er
 q

ua
lit

y 
an

d 
w

at
er

 q
ua

nt
ity

 in
 th

e 
Te

nm
ile

 
C

re
ek

 d
ra

in
ag

e, 
Le

w
is 

&
 C

la
rk

 C
ou

nt
y. 

W
at

er
 q

ua
lit

y 
in

 th
e 

dr
ai

na
ge

 is
 

af
fe

ct
ed

 b
y 

th
e 

pr
es

en
ce

 o
f 

ni
ne

 a
ba

nd
on

ed
 m

in
es

. 

Je
ss

e 
A

be
r 

(4
06

) 4
44

-6
62

8
D

N
RC

 W
at

er
 R

es
ou

rc
es

 
D

iv
isi

on
ja

be
r@

m
t.g

ov

ht
tp

:/
/w

at
er

sh
ed

s.m
on

ta
na

.
ed

u/
gr

ou
ps

/d
et

ai
ls.

as
p?

gr
ou

pI
D

=
29



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  103

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

U
pp

er
 Y

el
lo

w
st

on
e 

B
as

in
 

T
he

 U
pp

er
 Y

el
lo

w
st

on
e 

W
at

er
sh

ed
 B

as
in

 is
 a

 c
ol

le
ct

io
n 

of
 p

eo
pl

e 
w

ho
 

ap
pr

ec
ia

te
, o

r s
up

po
rt

, o
r p

ar
tic

ip
at

e 
in

 A
gr

ic
ul

tu
ra

l e
nd

ea
vo

rs
 o

n 
an

y 
sc

al
e. 

T
he

 g
ro

up
 b

el
ie

ve
s t

ha
t a

gr
ic

ul
tu

re
 in

vo
lv

em
en

t, 
as

 it
 is

 li
ve

d 
ou

t b
y 

di
ve

rs
e 

in
di

vi
du

al
s a

nd
 o

pe
ra

tio
ns

, c
an

 a
nd

 m
us

t b
e 

en
ha

nc
ed

, 
pr

es
er

ve
d,

 a
nd

 v
al

ue
d 

no
w

 a
nd

 fo
r p

os
te

rit
y. 

T
he

 g
ro

up
 p

ro
po

se
s 

to
 sa

fe
gu

ar
d 

its
 a

gr
ic

ul
tu

re
 e

nv
iro

nm
en

t b
y 

pr
ot

ec
tin

g,
 im

pr
ov

in
g,

 
de

ve
lo

pi
ng

, h
ar

ve
st

in
g,

 a
nd

 e
ffi

ci
en

tly
 u

sin
g 

la
nd

, w
at

er
, t

im
be

r, 
an

d 
ra

ng
el

an
d.

T
he

 p
ur

po
se

 o
f 

th
e 

W
at

er
sh

ed
 is

 1
) t

o 
ed

uc
at

e 
la

nd
ow

ne
rs

 a
nd

 th
e 

pu
bl

ic
 o

n 
iss

ue
s f

ac
in

g 
A

gr
ic

ul
tu

re
; 2

) t
o 

in
ve

nt
or

y 
an

d 
do

cu
m

en
t 

ch
an

ge
s i

n 
th

e 
re

so
ur

ce
 b

as
e;

 3
) t

o 
de

ve
lo

p 
so

lu
tio

ns
 to

 p
ro

bl
em

s, 
w

hi
ch

 w
ill

 p
ro

te
ct

 a
gr

ic
ul

tu
re

 w
hi

le
 p

os
iti

ve
ly

 im
pr

ov
in

g 
na

tu
ra

l 
re

so
ur

ce
s w

ith
in

 th
e 

ar
ea

; 4
) t

o 
w

or
k 

w
ith

 F
ed

er
al

, S
ta

te
, a

nd
 C

ou
nt

y 
ag

en
ci

es
 to

 c
oo

rd
in

at
e 

W
at

er
sh

ed
 im

pr
ov

em
en

t a
ct

iv
iti

es
 in

 a
 fe

as
ib

le
 

an
d 

ec
on

om
ic

al
 m

an
ne

r; 
an

d,
 5

) t
o 

w
or

k 
w

ith
 a

ge
nc

ie
s t

o 
he

lp
 se

cu
re

 
fu

nd
in

g 
to

 im
pr

ov
e 

th
e 

na
tu

ra
l r

es
ou

rc
es

 in
 th

e 
W

at
er

sh
ed

 a
re

a.

T
he

 k
ey

 n
at

ur
al

 re
so

ur
ce

 is
su

es
 o

f 
co

nc
er

n 
fo

r t
he

 U
pp

er
 Y

el
lo

w
st

on
e 

W
at

er
sh

ed
 B

as
in

 a
re

; s
tre

am
 st

ab
ili

za
tio

n,
 w

ee
ds

, r
an

ge
la

nd
, i

rr
ig

at
io

n,
 

w
at

er
 q

ua
lit

y 
an

d 
en

da
ng

er
ed

/t
hr

ea
te

ne
d 

sp
ec

ie
s.

M
ar

ty
 M

al
on

e 
(4

06
) 2

22
-4

15
6

U
pp

er
 Y

el
lo

w
st

on
e 

W
at

er
sh

ed
 

Ba
sin

m
m

al
on

e@
m

on
ta

na
.e

du

ht
tp

:/
/w

at
er

sh
ed

s.m
on

ta
na

.
ed

u/
gr

ou
ps

/d
et

ai
ls.

as
p?

gr
ou

pI
D

=
66

ht
tp

:/
/p

ar
kc

d.
or

g/
uy

w
b.

ht
m

l

Ye
llo

w
st

on
e 

R
iv

er
 

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
D

is
tr

ic
t 

C
ou

nc
il 

T
he

 Y
el

lo
w

st
on

e 
Ri

ve
r C

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

D
ist

ric
t C

ou
nc

il 
(Y

RC
D

C
) 

ad
dr

es
se

s c
on

ce
rn

s a
lo

ng
 th

e 
en

tir
e 

m
ai

n 
st

em
 o

f 
th

e 
Ye

llo
w

st
on

e 
Ri

ve
r. 

T
he

 C
ou

nc
il 

is 
m

ad
e 

up
 o

f 
re

pr
es

en
ta

tiv
es

 fr
om

 tw
el

ve
 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n 

di
st

ric
ts

 b
or

de
rin

g 
th

e 
m

ai
n 

st
em

 o
f 

th
e 

Ye
llo

w
st

on
e 

Ri
ve

r a
nd

 o
ne

 re
pr

es
en

ta
tiv

e 
fr

om
 th

e 
M

on
ta

na
 A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n 
of

 
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

D
ist

ric
ts.

 

T
he

 C
ou

nc
il’s

 p
ur

po
se

 is
 to

 p
ro

vi
de

 lo
ca

l l
ea

de
rs

hi
p,

 a
ss

ist
an

ce
, a

nd
 

gu
id

an
ce

 fo
r t

he
 w

ise
 u

se
 a

nd
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

of
 th

e 
Ye

llo
w

st
on

e 
Ri

ve
r’s

 
na

tu
ra

l r
es

ou
rc

es
. T

hi
s p

ur
po

se
 is

 fo
un

de
d 

on
 th

re
e 

fu
nd

am
en

ta
l 

pr
ec

ep
ts

: 1
) T

he
 n

ee
d 

fo
r s

ci
en

tifi
c 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

on
 w

hi
ch

 to
 b

as
e 

N
ic

ol
e 

M
cC

la
in

 
(4

06
) 2

23
-5

70
2

Ye
llo

w
st

on
e 

Ri
ve

r C
D

 
C

oo
rd

in
at

io
n 

C
ou

nc
il

N
m

cC
la

in
@

m
t.g

ov

ht
tp

:/
/w

at
er

sh
ed

s.
m

on
ta

na
.e

du
/g

ro
up

s/
de

ta
ils

.as
p?

gr
ou

pI
D

=
17



104  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

m
an

ag
em

en
t d

ec
isi

on
s; 

2)
 T

he
 n

ee
d 

fo
r b

ro
ad

-b
as

ed
 lo

ca
l, 

re
gi

on
al

, 
an

d 
na

tio
na

l i
np

ut
; a

nd
, 3

) T
he

 n
ee

d 
fo

r t
ec

hn
ic

al
 a

nd
 fi

na
nc

ia
l 

as
sis

ta
nc

e 
to

 a
dd

re
ss

 su
st

ai
na

bl
e 

us
e 

iss
ue

s o
n 

th
e 

Ye
llo

w
st

on
e 

Ri
ve

r. 
T

he
 C

ou
nc

il 
is 

cu
rr

en
tly

 fo
cu

sin
g 

on
 fo

ur
 a

re
as

 in
 w

hi
ch

 c
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
di

st
ric

ts
 tr

ad
iti

on
al

ly
 w

or
k:

 1
) B

an
k 

st
ab

ili
za

tio
n 

(3
10

 p
er

m
itt

in
g 

iss
ue

s)
; 

2)
 Ir

rig
at

io
n 

w
at

er
 im

pa
ct

s, 
av

ai
la

bi
lit

y, 
an

d 
w

at
er

 re
se

rv
at

io
ns

; 3
) 

Li
ve

st
oc

k,
 g

ra
zi

ng
, a

nd
 fa

rm
in

g 
iss

ue
s; 

an
d,

 4
) W

at
er

 q
ua

lit
y 

an
d 

st
re

am
 

im
pa

irm
en

t.

ht
tp

:/
/d

nr
c.m

t.g
ov

/c
ar

dd
/

ye
llo

w
st

on
er

iv
er

co
un

ci
l/

de
fa

ul
t.a

sp
#

P
ro

gr
am

s A
dm

in
is

te
re

d 
by

 O
th

er
 N

on
-G

ov
er

nm
en

ta
l 

O
rg

an
iz

at
io

ns

A
m

er
ic

an
 B

ird
 C

on
se

rv
an

cy
T

he
 A

m
er

ic
an

 B
ird

 C
on

se
rv

an
cy

 is
 p

ar
tn

er
ed

 w
ith

 th
e 

In
te

rm
ou

nt
ai

n 
W

es
t J

oi
nt

 V
en

tu
re

 to
 fa

ci
lit

at
e 

bi
rd

 c
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
in

 b
ird

 c
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
re

gi
on

 1
0,

 w
hi

ch
 in

cl
ud

es
 a

ll 
of

 w
es

te
rn

 M
on

ta
na

. T
he

 c
or

e 
vi

sio
n 

of
 

th
e 

jo
in

t v
en

tu
re

s i
s t

o 
em

po
w

er
 p

ar
tn

er
sh

ip
s a

t t
he

 g
ro

un
d 

le
ve

l.

A
BC

 e
st

ab
lis

he
d 

th
e 

Im
po

rt
an

t B
ird

 A
re

a 
Pr

og
ra

m
 (I

BA
). 

W
ith

in
 th

es
e 

ar
ea

s, 
co

ns
er

va
tio

n 
is 

de
sig

ne
d 

to
 id

en
tif

y 
pr

io
rit

y 
pr

oj
ec

t a
re

as
 b

as
ed

 
on

 p
rio

rit
y 

ha
bi

ta
ts,

 p
rio

rit
y 

bi
rd

 sp
ec

ie
s, 

th
re

at
s a

nd
 o

pp
or

tu
ni

tie
s. 

T
he

 
go

al
 o

f 
th

e 
IB

A
 p

ro
gr

am
 is

 n
ot

 ju
st

 to
 re

co
gn

iz
e 

th
e 

sit
es

 a
s i

m
po

rt
an

t, 
bu

t t
o 

m
ob

ili
ze

 th
e 

re
so

ur
ce

s n
ee

de
d 

to
 p

ro
te

ct
 th

em
.

D
an

 C
as

ey
 

(4
06

) 7
56

-2
68

1
A

m
er

ic
an

 B
ird

 
C

on
se

rv
an

cy
dc

as
ey

@
ab

cb
ird

s.o
rg

w
w

w.
ab

cb
ird

s.o
rg

A
m

er
ic

an
 P

ra
iri

e 
Fo

un
da

tio
n

T
he

 A
m

er
ic

an
 P

ra
iri

e 
Fo

un
da

tio
n 

is 
de

vo
te

d 
to

 c
re

at
in

g 
a 

pr
ai

rie
-b

as
ed

 
w

ild
lif

e 
re

se
rv

e 
th

at
 w

ill
 p

ro
te

ct
 a

 u
ni

qu
e 

na
tu

ra
l h

ab
ita

t, 
pr

ov
id

e 
la

st
in

g 
ec

on
om

ic
 b

en
efi

ts
 a

nd
 im

pr
ov

e 
pu

bl
ic

 a
cc

es
s t

o 
th

e 
pr

ai
rie

 la
nd

sc
ap

e. 
A

PF
 is

 p
ar

tn
er

ed
 w

ith
 th

e 
W

or
ld

 W
ild

lif
e 

Fu
nd

, w
ho

 p
ro

vi
de

s t
he

 
sc

ie
nc

e, 
in

 p
ra

iri
e 

re
st

or
at

io
n.

C
ur

re
nt

ly,
 A

PF
 is

 fo
cu

se
d 

on
 la

nd
s c

on
tig

uo
us

 w
ith

 th
e 

C
ha

rle
s M

. 
W

ild
lif

e 
Re

fu
ge

, p
rim

ar
ily

 in
 so

ut
h 

Ph
ill

ip
s C

ou
nt

y. 
It

’s 
ev

en
tu

al
 g

oa
l i

s 
to

 e
st

ab
lis

h 
a 

3 
m

ill
io

n 
co

nt
ig

uo
us

 a
cr

e 
re

se
rv

e, 
co

m
pr

ise
d 

of
 a

 

D
ic

k 
D

ol
an

 

(4
06

) 5
85

-4
60

0
A

m
er

ic
an

 P
ra

iri
e 

Fo
un

da
tio

n
di

ck
@

am
er

ic
an

pr
ai

re
.o

rg

w
w

w.
am

er
ic

an
pr

ai
rie

.o
rg



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  10�

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

co
m

bi
na

tio
n 

of
 fe

de
ra

l a
nd

 p
riv

at
e 

la
nd

s, 
w

hi
ch

 a
re

 m
an

ag
ed

 fo
r 

pr
ai

rie
 w

ild
lif

e 
sp

ec
ie

s fi
rs

t. 
La

nd
s w

ou
ld

 b
e 

ac
ce

ss
ib

le
 to

 th
e 

pu
bl

ic
 fo

r 
w

ild
lif

e 
vi

ew
in

g 
an

d 
hu

nt
in

g.

C
ur

re
nt

 p
ro

je
ct

s i
nc

lu
de

 re
st

or
at

io
n 

of
 p

ra
iri

e 
do

gs
 a

nd
 b

iso
n;

 
re

st
or

at
io

n 
of

 n
at

iv
e 

ve
ge

ta
tio

n;
 re

st
or

at
io

n 
or

 p
ra

iri
e 

st
re

am
s; 

an
d,

 
ba

se
lin

e 
st

ud
ie

s o
f 

na
tiv

e 
ve

ge
ta

tio
n 

an
d 

na
tiv

e 
fis

h.

A
m

er
ic

an
 W

ild
la

nd
s

A
m

er
ic

an
 W

ild
la

nd
s i

s w
or

ki
ng

 to
 d

ev
el

op
 c

ol
la

bo
ra

tiv
e 

in
iti

at
iv

es
 to

 
pr

ot
ec

t c
or

rid
or

s t
ha

t a
re

 re
gi

on
al

ly
 im

po
rt

an
t. 

A
m

er
ic

an
 W

ild
la

nd
s 

pr
io

rit
y 

is 
th

e 
ar

ea
 b

et
w

ee
n 

th
e 

G
YA

 a
nd

 th
e 

Sa
lm

on
/S

el
w

ay
 (I

90
 

so
ut

h 
to

 th
e 

C
en

te
nn

ia
ls)

 a
nd

 th
e 

C
ab

in
et

/P
ur

ce
lls

 to
 th

e 
N

or
th

er
n 

C
on

tin
en

ta
l D

iv
id

e. 
T

he
 P

rio
rit

y 
La

nd
s A

ss
es

sm
en

t i
s a

 se
rie

s o
f 

in
te

rv
ie

w
s w

ith
 la

nd
 m

an
ag

er
s t

o 
id

en
tif

y 
th

e 
m

os
t i

m
po

rt
an

t h
ab

ita
ts

 
an

d 
m

ov
em

en
t c

or
rid

or
s w

ith
in

 th
at

 a
re

a. 

A
m

er
ic

an
 W

ild
la

nd
s a

lso
 h

as
 S

af
e 

Pa
ss

ag
es

 p
ro

gr
am

, r
el

at
ed

 to
 

hi
gh

w
ay

s a
nd

 tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
co

rr
id

or
s; 

pr
om

ot
in

g 
co

lla
bo

ra
tiv

e 
ef

fo
rt

s t
o 

re
du

ce
 c

ol
lis

io
ns

 w
ith

 w
ild

lif
e 

an
d 

im
pr

ov
e 

sa
fe

ty
; d

oi
ng

 
as

se
ss

m
en

ts
; e

tc
.

To
ny

 P
ov

ili
tis

 
(4

06
) 5

86
-8

17
5

A
m

er
ic

an
 W

ild
la

nd
s

tp
ov

ili
tis

@
w

ild
la

nd
s.o

rg

w
w

w.
w

ild
la

nd
s.o

rg

Av
is

ta
 C

or
po

ra
tio

n
T

he
 n

ew
 C

la
rk

 F
or

k 
Pr

oj
ec

t L
ic

en
se

, i
nc

lu
di

ng
 b

ot
h 

th
e 

N
ox

on
 R

ap
id

s 
an

d 
C

ab
in

et
 G

or
ge

 h
yd

ro
el

ec
tri

c 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

ts,
 is

 th
e 

re
su

lt 
of

 th
e 

su
cc

es
sf

ul
 e

ff
or

ts
 o

f 
re

pr
es

en
ta

tiv
es

 fr
om

 n
ea

rly
 4

0 
or

ga
ni

za
tio

ns
, w

ho
 

w
or

ke
d 

to
ge

th
er

 fo
r s

ev
er

al
 y

ea
rs

 to
 c

re
at

e 
th

e 
C

la
rk

 F
or

k 
Se

ttl
em

en
t 

A
gr

ee
m

en
t. 

T
he

 S
et

tle
m

en
t A

gr
ee

m
en

t, 
co

nt
ai

ns
 2

6 
pr

ot
ec

tio
n,

 
m

iti
ga

tio
n 

an
d 

en
ha

nc
em

en
t (

PM
&

E
) m

ea
su

re
s a

dd
re

ss
in

g 
im

pa
ct

s 
of

 c
on

tin
ue

d 
op

er
at

io
n 

of
 th

e 
pr

oj
ec

t. 
Th

e 
ag

re
em

en
t a

lso
 a

do
pt

s 
th

e 
te

rm
 “

Li
vi

ng
 L

ic
en

se
,” 

a 
co

nc
ep

t t
ha

t p
ro

m
ot

es
 o

ng
oi

ng
 p

ro
bl

em
 

so
lv

in
g 

th
ro

ug
h 

ad
ap

tiv
e 

m
an

ag
em

en
t. 

Th
e 

lic
en

se
 w

as
 a

pp
ro

ve
d 

in
 

20
01

 a
nd

 is
 v

al
id

 th
ro

ug
h 

20
46

. T
he

 a
gr

ee
m

en
t i

nc
lu

de
s a

 M
on

ta
na

 
tri

bu
ta

ry
 a

cq
ui

sit
io

n 
an

d 
en

ha
nc

em
en

t f
un

d 
($

50
0,

00
0/

ye
ar

) t
ha

t i
s 

sp
ec

ifi
c 

to
 M

on
ta

na
 a

nd
 a

 te
rr

es
tri

al
 h

ab
ita

t a
cq

ui
sit

io
n 

an
d 

Ti
m

 S
w

an
t 

(4
06

) 8
47

-1
28

2
Av

ist
a 

C
or

po
ra

tio
n

Ti
m

.S
w

an
t@

av
ist

ac
or

p.
co

m

w
w

w.
av

ist
au

til
iti

es
.c

om
/

re
so

ur
ce

s/
hy

dr
o/

cl
ar

kf
or

k



106  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

en
ha

nc
em

en
t f

un
d 

($
20

0,
00

0/
ye

ar
) a

nd
 a

 n
at

iv
e 

sa
lm

on
id

 re
st

or
at

io
n 

fu
nd

 ($
1 

m
ill

io
n/

ye
ar

) t
ha

t s
up

po
rt

 p
ro

je
ct

s i
n 

bo
th

 M
on

ta
na

 a
nd

 
Id

ah
o.

 G
en

er
al

ly,
 p

ro
je

ct
s a

re
 li

m
ite

d 
to

 th
e 

ar
ea

 a
ff

ec
te

d 
by

 th
e 

op
er

at
io

n 
of

 th
e 

da
m

s. 
H

ow
ev

er
, i

f 
th

er
e 

ar
e 

co
m

pe
lli

ng
 re

as
on

s, 
pr

oj
ec

ts
 b

ey
on

d 
th

os
e 

lim
its

 m
ay

 b
e 

ap
pr

ov
ed

. T
he

re
 a

re
 2

7 
sig

na
to

rie
s 

to
 th

e 
ag

re
em

en
t, 

in
cl

ud
in

g 
st

at
e, 

fe
de

ra
l a

nd
 tr

ib
al

 g
ov

er
nm

en
ts

 a
nd

 
N

G
O

’s.
 A

 c
ol

la
bo

ra
tiv

e 
pr

oc
es

s i
s u

se
d 

to
 a

pp
ro

ve
 p

ro
je

ct
s.

B
ig

 H
ol

e 
R

iv
er

 F
ou

nd
at

io
n

T
he

 m
iss

io
n 

of
 th

e 
Bi

g 
H

ol
e 

Ri
ve

r F
ou

nd
at

io
n 

is 
to

 u
nd

er
st

an
d,

 
pr

es
er

ve
, a

nd
 e

nh
an

ce
 th

e 
fr

ee
 fl

ow
in

g 
ch

ar
ac

te
r o

f 
th

e 
Bi

g 
H

ol
e 

Ri
ve

r 
an

d 
to

 p
ro

te
ct

 it
s w

at
er

sh
ed

, c
ul

tu
re

, c
om

m
un

ity
 a

nd
 e

xc
el

le
nt

 w
ild

 
tro

ut
 fi

sh
er

y. 
T

he
 F

ou
nd

at
io

n 
is 

w
or

ki
ng

 to
 d

ev
el

op
 sc

ie
nc

e-
ba

se
d 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n 

st
ra

te
gi

es
 th

at
 w

ill
 p

ro
te

ct
 th

is 
m

ag
ni

fic
en

t r
es

ou
rc

e, 
an

d 
en

ha
nc

e 
cr

iti
ca

l h
ab

ita
t f

or
 n

at
iv

e 
tro

ut
, g

ra
yl

in
g,

 a
nd

 a
 m

ul
tit

ud
e 

of
 

ot
he

r s
pe

ci
es

. 

T
he

 F
ou

nd
at

io
n’s

 p
ro

je
ct

s i
nc

lu
de

 E
du

ca
tio

n 
an

d 
O

ut
re

ac
h;

 T
ec

hn
ic

al
 

G
ui

da
nc

e;
 sm

al
l r

es
to

ra
tio

n 
pr

oj
ec

ts
; m

on
ito

rin
g 

of
 b

en
th

ic
 m

ac
ro

-
in

ve
rt

eb
ra

te
s i

n 
su

pp
or

t o
f 

C
an

di
da

te
 C

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

A
gr

ee
m

en
ts

 w
ith

 
A

ss
ur

an
ce

s; 
an

d,
 p

ar
tn

er
sh

ip
s w

ith
 o

th
er

 o
rg

an
iz

at
io

ns
 to

 a
ss

ist
 in

 
th

e 
ac

qu
isi

tio
n 

of
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

ea
se

m
en

ts
 a

nd
 to

 a
ss

ist
 w

ith
 w

et
la

nd
s 

m
ap

pi
ng

. T
he

 F
ou

nd
at

io
n 

al
so

 p
ar

tic
ip

at
es

 in
 o

th
er

 m
an

ag
em

en
t 

ef
fo

rt
s i

n 
th

e 
ba

sin
, i

nc
lu

di
ng

 ri
ve

r r
ec

re
at

io
n,

 la
nd

 u
se

 p
la

nn
in

g,
 

dr
ou

gh
t m

an
ag

em
en

t, 
w

at
er

 q
ua

lit
y 

an
d 

w
ee

d 
m

an
ag

em
en

t.

M
ik

e 
Bi

as
 

(8
66

) 5
33

-2
47

3
Bi

g 
H

ol
e 

Ri
ve

r F
ou

nd
at

io
n

m
ik

eb
ia

s@
3r

iv
er

sd
bs

.n
et

w
w

w.
bh

rf
.o

rg

B
oo

ne
 &

 C
ro

ck
et

t C
lu

b
Pe

rm
an

en
t p

ro
te

ct
io

n 
of

 c
rit

ic
al

 w
ild

lif
e 

ha
bi

ta
t i

s a
 m

aj
or

 fo
cu

s o
f 

th
e 

Bo
on

e 
an

d 
C

ro
ck

et
t C

lu
b’

s H
ab

ita
t P

ar
tn

er
sh

ip
s p

ro
gr

am
. T

he
 

fo
cu

s o
f 

th
is 

pr
og

ra
m

 is
 la

nd
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

fa
ci

lit
at

ed
 b

y 
co

ns
er

va
tio

n 
ea

se
m

en
ts,

 la
nd

 d
on

at
io

ns
, a

nd
 la

nd
 e

xc
ha

ng
es

 th
at

 re
su

lt 
in

 
pe

rm
an

en
tly

 p
ro

te
ct

ed
 w

ild
lif

e 
ha

bi
ta

t.

T
he

 B
oo

ne
 a

nd
 C

ro
ck

et
t C

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

E
du

ca
tio

n 
Pr

og
ra

m
 st

riv
es

 

W
ill

ia
m

 D
em

m
er

 
(5

17
) 3

21
-3

60
0

Bo
on

e 
&

 C
ro

ck
et

t C
lu

b
bd

em
m

er
@

de
m

m
er

co
rp

.c
om

w
w

w.
bo

on
e-

cr
oc

ke
tt.

or
g



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  107

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

to
 o

ff
er

 p
er

sp
ec

tiv
es

 th
at

 w
ill

 fo
st

er
 sh

ar
ed

 u
se

 o
f 

na
tu

ra
l r

es
ou

rc
es

, 
co

ns
er

va
tio

n,
 su

st
ai

na
bl

e 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t, 
an

d 
st

ew
ar

ds
hi

p 
of

 th
e 

la
nd

 to
 

bu
ild

 a
 c

om
m

on
 g

ro
un

d 
fo

r s
us

ta
in

in
g 

he
al

th
y 

ec
os

ys
te

m
s.

C
or

po
ra

tio
n 

fo
r t

he
 

N
or

th
er

n 
R

oc
ki

es
T

he
 C

or
po

ra
tio

n 
fo

r t
he

 N
or

th
er

n 
Ro

ck
ie

s a
dv

an
ce

s s
us

ta
in

ab
le

 
ch

oi
ce

s t
ha

t e
nh

an
ce

 e
co

no
m

ic
 o

pp
or

tu
ni

tie
s a

nd
 p

re
se

rv
e 

W
es

te
rn

 
la

nd
s a

nd
 q

ua
lit

y 
of

 li
fe

. C
N

R 
ha

s t
ra

in
ed

 p
ro

du
ce

rs
 in

 su
st

ai
na

bl
e 

ag
ric

ul
tu

re
 a

nd
 m

ar
ke

ts
 M

on
ta

na
-g

ro
w

n 
pr

od
uc

ts
 th

at
 re

su
lt 

fr
om

 
su

st
ai

na
bl

e 
ag

ric
ul

tu
re

 a
nd

 p
ro

du
ct

io
n 

m
et

ho
ds

 th
at

 p
ro

te
ct

 o
pe

n 
sp

ac
e, 

pr
om

ot
e 

ha
bi

ta
t c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

an
d 

pr
ot

ec
t w

at
er

 q
ua

lit
y.

C
N

R 
ha

s p
ub

lis
he

d 
a 

W
elc

om
e t

o t
he

 W
est

 G
ui

de
 h

el
ps

 n
ew

co
m

er
s 

ch
an

ne
l t

he
ir 

af
fe

ct
io

n 
fo

r w
ild

lif
e 

an
d 

op
en

 sp
ac

e 
in

to
 v

ac
at

io
n 

an
d 

re
al

 e
st

at
e 

ch
oi

ce
s t

ha
t p

ro
te

ct
 n

at
ur

e.

Li
l E

ric
ks

on
 

(4
06

) 2
22

-0
73

0
C

or
po

ra
tio

n 
fo

r t
he

 
N

or
th

er
n 

Ro
ck

ie
s 

in
fo

@
no

rt
hr

oc
k.

or
g

w
w

w.
no

rt
hr

oc
k.

or
g

D
ef

en
de

rs
 o

f 
W

ild
lif

e
D

ef
en

de
rs

 o
f 

W
ild

lif
e 

pr
om

ot
es

 p
ro

gr
es

siv
e 

la
nd

-u
se

 st
ra

te
gi

es
 

on
 fe

de
ra

l s
ta

te
 a

nd
 p

riv
at

e 
la

nd
s t

ha
t s

af
eg

ua
rd

 k
ey

 h
ab

ita
ts

 su
ch

 
as

 w
et

la
nd

s, 
de

se
rt

s, 
fo

re
st

s a
nd

 g
ra

ss
la

nd
s f

ro
m

 d
ev

el
op

m
en

t a
nd

 
de

gr
ad

at
io

n.
 H

ab
ita

t p
ro

je
ct

s i
n 

M
on

ta
na

 fo
cu

s o
n 

pr
ai

rie
 h

ab
ita

ts,
 

w
ith

 a
n 

em
ph

as
is 

on
 b

iso
n 

re
st

or
at

io
n,

 sw
ift

 fo
x 

re
in

tro
du

ct
io

ns
, 

pr
ot

ec
tio

n 
of

 p
ra

iri
e 

do
g 

co
lo

ni
es

 a
nd

 su
pp

or
t f

or
 b

la
ck

-f
oo

te
d 

fe
rr

et
 

re
in

tro
du

ct
io

ns
. C

ur
re

nt
 p

ro
je

ct
s f

oc
us

 o
n 

Tr
ib

al
 la

nd
s. 

D
ef

en
de

rs
 is

 
w

or
ki

ng
 w

ith
 th

e 
Bl

ac
kf

ee
t, 

Ft
. B

el
kn

ap
, F

t. 
Pe

ck
, N

or
th

er
n 

C
he

ye
nn

e 
an

d 
th

e 
C

ro
w.

M
in

et
te

 G
la

se
r 

(4
06

) 5
49

-4
10

3 
D

ef
en

de
rs

 o
f 

W
ild

lif
e

m
gl

as
er

@
de

fe
nd

er
s.o

rg

Jo
na

th
on

 P
ro

ct
or

 
(3

03
) 8

25
-0

91
8

D
ef

en
de

rs
 o

f 
W

ild
lif

e
jp

ro
ct

or
@

de
fe

nd
er

s.o
rg

w
w

w.
de

fe
nd

er
s.o

rg
/

pr
og

ra
m

s_
an

d_
po

lic
y/

ha
bi

ta
t_

co
ns

er
va

tio
n/

in
de

x.
ph

p

D
uc

ks
 U

nl
im

ite
d

D
uc

ks
 U

nl
im

ite
d’

s h
ab

ita
t i

nt
er

es
ts

 in
 M

on
ta

na
 in

cl
ud

e 
w

et
la

nd
 

pr
ot

ec
tio

n 
an

d 
re

st
or

at
io

n.
 D

U
 fu

nc
tio

ns
 a

s a
 “

ge
ne

ra
l c

on
tra

ct
or

”,
 

Bo
b 

Sa
nd

er
s 

(4
06

) 4
92

-2
00

2



10�  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

re
sp

on
sib

le
 fo

r t
he

 fr
on

t e
nd

 a
dm

in
ist

ra
tiv

e 
w

or
k,

 re
la

te
d 

to
 w

et
la

nd
 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n.

 It
s p

rim
ar

y 
fo

cu
s i

n 
M

on
ta

na
 is

 o
n 

th
e 

hi
-li

ne
. D

U
 

de
liv

er
s c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

ea
se

m
en

ts
 fo

r U
SF

W
S.

 

D
U

 a
dm

in
ist

er
s i

ts
 R

ev
ol

vi
ng

 L
an

d 
A

cq
ui

sit
io

n 
Pr

og
ra

m
 –

 th
e 

pr
og

ra
m

 
ac

qu
ire

s p
ro

pe
rt

ie
s f

or
 p

ro
te

ct
io

n 
an

d 
re

st
or

at
io

n 
an

d 
th

en
 re

-s
el

ls 
th

e 
pr

op
er

tie
s t

o 
m

ai
nt

ai
n 

fu
nd

s f
or

 re
pe

at
in

g 
th

e 
pr

oc
es

s w
ith

 o
th

er
 

pr
op

er
tie

s.

G
re

at
er

 Y
el

lo
w

st
on

e 
C

oa
lit

io
n

T
he

 G
re

at
er

 Y
el

lo
w

st
on

e 
C

oa
lit

io
n 

is 
a 

na
tio

na
lly

 k
no

w
n 

ad
vo

ca
te

 
fo

r t
he

 id
ea

 th
at

 e
co

sy
st

em
 le

ve
l s

us
ta

in
ab

ili
ty

 sh
ou

ld
 g

ui
de

 th
e 

m
an

ag
em

en
t o

f 
th

e 
re

gi
on

’s 
pu

bl
ic

 a
nd

 p
riv

at
e 

la
nd

s. 
It

’s 
m

iss
io

n 
is:

 P
eo

ple
 p

ro
tec

tin
g t

he
 la

nd
s, 

wa
ter

s, 
an

d 
wi

ldl
ife

 of
 th

e G
rea

ter
 Y

ell
ow

sto
ne

 
E

cos
yst

em
, n

ow
 a

nd
 fo

r f
ut

ur
e g

en
era

tio
ns

. G
Y

C
 is

 in
vo

lv
ed

 in
 a

dv
oc

ac
y 

an
d 

ed
uc

at
io

n.
 G

Y
C

 is
 in

vo
lv

ed
 in

 lo
ca

l w
or

ki
ng

 g
ro

up
s i

n 
th

e 
M

ad
iso

n 
an

d 
C

en
te

nn
ia

l V
al

le
ys

.

C
ra

ig
 K

en
w

or
th

y 
(4

06
) 5

56
-2

80
3

G
re

at
er

 Y
el

lo
w

st
on

e 
C

oa
lit

io
n

ck
en

w
or

th
y@

gr
ea

te
ry

el
lo

w
st

on
e.o

rg

w
w

w.
gr

ea
te

ry
el

lo
w

st
on

e.o
rg

M
on

ta
na

 A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n 

of
 

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
D

is
tr

ic
ts

M
on

ta
na

’s 
58

 c
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
di

st
ric

ts
 (C

D
s)

 u
til

iz
e 

lo
ca

lly
-le

d 
an

d 
la

rg
el

y 
no

n-
re

gu
la

to
ry

 a
pp

ro
ac

he
s t

o 
su

cc
es

sf
ul

ly
 a

dd
re

ss
 g

en
er

al
 n

at
ur

al
 

re
so

ur
ce

 is
su

es
. C

D
s h

av
e 

a 
de

ca
de

s-
lo

ng
 h

ist
or

y 
of

 c
on

se
rv

in
g 

ou
r 

st
at

e 
‘ s

 re
so

ur
ce

s b
y 

he
lp

in
g 

lo
ca

l p
eo

pl
e 

m
at

ch
 th

ei
r n

ee
ds

 w
ith

 
te

ch
ni

ca
l a

nd
 fi

na
nc

ia
l r

es
ou

rc
es

, t
he

re
by

 g
et

tin
g 

go
od

 c
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
pr

ac
tic

es
 o

n 
th

e 
gr

ou
nd

 to
 th

e 
be

ne
fit

 o
f 

al
l M

on
ta

na
ns

.

C
D

’s 
ar

e 
th

e 
co

nd
ui

t f
or

 D
N

RC
 g

ra
nt

s a
nd

 lo
an

s. 
T

he
y 

al
so

 in
flu

en
ce

 
th

e 
di

st
rib

ut
io

n 
of

 d
ol

la
rs

 th
ro

ug
h 

th
e 

Fa
rm

 B
ill

. M
A

C
D

 c
an

 h
el

p 
bu

ild
 b

rid
ge

s w
ith

 th
e 

la
nd

ow
ne

rs
; h

el
p 

do
 c

at
ch

-u
p 

w
ith

 la
nd

ow
ne

rs
. 

Bu
t, 

it 
is 

im
po

rt
an

t t
o 

kn
ow

 th
at

 C
D

 S
up

er
vi

so
rs

 h
av

e 
an

 in
te

re
st

 in
 

ta
ki

ng
 c

ar
e 

of
 th

e 
la

nd
ow

ne
rs

. L
an

do
w

ne
rs

 w
an

t s
en

sib
le

 a
pp

ro
ac

he
s, 

su
st

ai
na

bl
e 

ap
pr

oa
ch

es
 a

nd
 a

pp
ro

ac
he

s t
ha

t w
ill

 w
or

k 
w

ith
in

 th
ei

r 
op

er
at

io
n.

 S
ol

ut
io

ns
 h

av
e 

to
 w

or
k 

in
 th

e 
lo

ng
 ru

n.

Sa
ra

h 
C

ar
lso

n 
(4

06
) 4

43
-5

71
1

M
on

ta
na

 A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n 

of
 

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
D

ist
ric

ts
m

ai
l@

m
ac

dn
et

.o
rg

w
w

w.
m

ac
dn

et
.o

rg

D
uc

ks
 U

nl
im

ite
d

rs
an

de
rs

@
du

ck
s.o

rg

w
w

w.
du

ck
s.o

rg



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  109

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

M
on

ta
na

 A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n 

of
 

C
ou

nt
ie

s
M

on
ta

na
 A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n 
of

 C
ou

nt
ie

s (
M

A
C

o)
 e

nh
an

ce
s t

he
 p

ub
lic

 se
rv

ic
e 

m
iss

io
n 

of
 c

ou
nt

ie
s b

y 
pr

om
ot

in
g 

in
te

gr
ity

 a
nd

 p
ro

vi
di

ng
 p

ro
ac

tiv
e 

le
ad

er
sh

ip
 w

hi
le

 a
ck

no
w

le
dg

in
g 

an
d 

re
sp

ec
tin

g 
M

on
ta

na
’s 

di
ve

rs
ity

.

T
he

re
 a

re
 o

pp
or

tu
ni

tie
s t

o 
w

ith
 M

A
C

O
 c

om
m

itt
ee

s, 
es

pe
ci

al
ly

 th
e 

Pu
bl

ic
 la

nd
s, 

A
gr

ic
ul

tu
re

 o
r L

an
d 

U
se

 C
om

m
itt

ee
s, 

to
 p

ro
m

ot
e 

co
m

m
un

ic
at

io
n.

Sh
er

yl
 W

oo
d 

(4
06

) 4
44

-4
36

0
M

on
ta

na
 A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n 
of

 
C

ou
nt

ie
s

sw
oo

d@
m

ac
o.

co
g.m

t.u
s

ht
tp

:/
/m

ac
o.

co
g.m

t.u
s/

M
on

ta
na

 A
ud

ub
on

M
on

ta
na

 A
ud

ub
on

 p
ro

m
ot

es
 a

pp
re

ci
at

io
n,

 k
no

w
le

dg
e 

an
d 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n 

of
 n

at
iv

e 
bi

rd
s, 

ot
he

r w
ild

lif
e, 

an
d 

th
ei

r h
ab

ita
ts.

 M
on

ta
na

 
A

ud
ub

on
 h

as
 id

en
tifi

ed
 Im

po
rt

an
t B

ird
 A

re
as

 in
 M

on
ta

na
. T

hi
s 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

is 
av

ai
la

bl
e 

fo
r p

la
nn

in
g 

pu
rp

os
es

. L
oc

al
 A

ud
ub

on
 c

ha
pt

er
s 

pr
ov

id
e 

a 
re

so
ur

ce
 fo

r c
iti

ze
n 

sc
ie

nc
e 

an
d 

as
sis

ta
nc

e 
w

ith
 m

on
ito

rin
g;

 
he

lp
 to

 id
en

tif
y 

im
po

rt
an

t b
ird

 a
re

as
; h

el
p 

to
 ra

lly
 p

ol
iti

ca
l s

up
po

rt
; a

nd
, 

pa
rt

ic
ip

at
e 

in
 lo

ca
l p

la
nn

in
g 

ef
fo

rt
s. 

M
on

ta
na

 A
ud

ub
on

 is
 in

te
re

st
ed

 in
 

he
lp

in
g 

to
 su

pp
or

t a
 c

oo
pe

ra
tiv

el
y 

fu
nd

ed
 n

on
-g

am
e 

bi
rd

 c
oo

rd
in

at
or

 
fo

r M
on

ta
na

.

Ja
ne

t E
lli

s 
(4

06
) 4

43
-3

94
9

M
on

ta
na

 A
ud

ub
on

 
m

ta
ud

ub
on

@
m

on
ta

na
.c

om

ht
tp

:/
/m

ta
ud

ub
on

.o
rg

/

M
on

ta
na

 C
at

tle
m

en
’s

 
A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n
T

he
 M

on
ta

na
 C

at
tle

m
en

’s 
A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n’s
 M

iss
io

n 
is:

 T
o 

ac
tiv

el
y 

pa
rt

ic
ip

at
e 

w
ith

 M
on

ta
na

 c
at

tle
 p

ro
du

ce
rs

 to
 p

ro
te

ct
 o

ur
 in

du
st

ry
’s 

fu
tu

re
; T

o 
ad

dr
es

s m
ar

ke
t i

nt
er

es
ts,

 se
rv

e 
to

 su
pp

or
t M

on
ta

na
’s 

en
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l, 
cu

ltu
ra

l a
nd

 h
ist

or
ic

al
 h

er
ita

ge
, a

nd
 p

ro
te

ct
 th

e 
in

te
re

st
s o

f 
M

on
ta

na
 c

at
tle

 p
ro

du
ce

rs
 in

 in
te

rn
at

io
na

l m
ar

ke
ts

 a
nd

 
tra

de
 is

su
es

; a
nd

, T
he

 M
on

ta
na

 C
at

tle
m

en
’s 

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n 

sh
al

l b
e 

tr
ue

 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

ta
lis

ts
 in

 p
ro

te
ct

in
g 

an
d 

ad
va

nc
in

g 
th

ei
r e

nv
iro

nm
en

ta
l 

po
sit

io
ns

 in
 w

at
er

 ri
gh

ts,
 m

in
er

al
 ri

gh
ts

 a
nd

 n
at

ur
al

 re
so

ur
ce

s.

Je
re

m
y 

Se
id

lit
z 

(4
06

) 2
59

-5
43

3
M

on
ta

na
 C

at
tle

m
en

’s 
A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n
m

ca
@

m
on

ta
na

ca
ttl

em
en

.o
rg

w
w

w.
m

on
ta

na
ca

ttl
em

en
.o

rg

M
on

ta
na

 C
oa

l C
ou

nc
il 

T
he

 M
on

ta
na

 C
oa

l C
ou

nc
il 

is 
a 

no
np

ro
fit

 in
du

st
ry

 a
ss

oc
ia

tio
n 

w
ho

se
 

m
em

be
rs

hi
p 

in
cl

ud
es

 a
ll 

m
aj

or
 c

oa
l m

in
e 

op
er

at
or

s, 
ho

ld
er

s o
f 

M
on

ta
na

 c
oa

l r
es

er
ve

s, 
th

os
e 

w
ho

 sh
ip

 th
e 

co
al

, u
til

iti
es

 w
ho

 u
se

 th
e 

co
al

, a
nd

 n
um

er
ou

s s
up

pl
ie

rs
 a

nd
 b

us
in

es
se

s d
ire

ct
ly

 a
nd

 in
di

re
ct

ly
 

in
vo

lv
ed

 in
 th

e 
co

al
 in

du
st

ry
.

Bu
d 

C
lin

ch
(4

06
) 4

42
-6

22
3

M
on

ta
na

 C
oa

l C
ou

nc
il

m
tc

oa
l@

ao
l.c

om
ht

tp
:/

/m
on

ta
na

co
al

co
un

ci
l.

co
m

/i
nd

ex
.h

tm
l



110  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

M
on

ta
na

 F
ar

m
 B

ur
ea

u 
Fe

de
ra

tio
n

T
he

 m
iss

io
n 

of
 th

e 
M

on
ta

na
 F

ar
m

 B
ur

ea
u 

Fe
de

ra
tio

n 
is 

to
 c

or
re

la
te

 
an

d 
st

re
ng

th
en

 th
e 

m
em

be
r c

ou
nt

y 
Fa

rm
 B

ur
ea

us
; s

up
po

rt
 th

e 
fr

ee
 

en
te

rp
ris

e 
sy

st
em

 a
nd

 p
ro

te
ct

 in
di

vi
du

al
 fr

ee
do

m
 a

nd
 o

pp
or

tu
ni

ty
; 

pr
om

ot
e, 

pr
ot

ec
t a

nd
 re

pr
es

en
t t

he
 b

us
in

es
s, 

ec
on

om
ic,

 so
ci

al
 

an
d 

ed
uc

at
io

na
l i

nt
er

es
ts

 o
f 

fa
rm

er
/r

an
ch

er
 m

em
be

rs
 a

nd
 th

ei
r 

co
m

m
un

iti
es

; a
nd

 to
 e

nh
an

ce
 th

e 
ag

ric
ul

tu
ra

l i
nd

us
tr

y 
in

 M
on

ta
na

. 

T
he

 F
ar

m
 B

ur
ea

u 
be

lie
ve

s t
ha

t L
an

do
w

ne
rs

 h
av

e 
an

 im
po

rt
an

t r
ol

e 
in

 
co

ns
er

va
tio

n.
 L

an
do

w
ne

rs
 c

on
tro

l t
he

 la
nd

, f
ee

d 
th

e 
w

ild
lif

e 
an

d 
ke

ep
 

th
e 

la
nd

 in
 o

pe
n 

sp
ac

e. 
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

ha
pp

en
s o

n 
pr

iv
at

e 
la

nd
 b

ec
au

se
 

th
e 

in
di

vi
du

al
 la

nd
ow

ne
r b

el
ie

ve
s t

ha
t i

t i
s t

he
 c

or
re

ct
 th

in
g 

to
 d

o.

Jo
hn

 Y
ou

ng
be

rg
 

(4
06

) 5
87

-3
15

3
M

on
ta

na
 F

ar
m

 B
ur

ea
u 

Fe
de

ra
tio

n 
jo

hn
y@

m
fb

f.o
rg

 ht
tp

:/
/m

fb
f.o

rg
.p

re
vi

ew
.

s3
.ag

to
w

n.
co

m
/c

on
tro

lle
r/

ho
m

e?
_l

oa
d=

de
fa

ul
t

M
on

ta
na

 P
et

ro
le

um
 

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

T
he

 M
on

ta
na

 P
et

ro
le

um
 A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n,
 In

c. 
is 

a 
vo

lu
nt

ar
y, 

no
n-

pr
ofi

t t
ra

de
 a

ss
oc

ia
tio

n,
 w

ho
se

 m
em

be
rs

 in
cl

ud
e 

oi
l a

nd
 n

at
ur

al
 g

as
 

pr
od

uc
er

s, 
ga

th
er

in
g 

an
d 

pi
pe

lin
e 

co
m

pa
ni

es
, p

et
ro

le
um

 re
fin

er
ie

s a
nd

 
se

rv
ic

e 
pr

ov
id

er
s a

nd
 c

on
su

lta
nt

s. 
M

PA
’s 

go
ve

rn
m

en
t a

ff
ai

rs
 p

ro
gr

am
 

st
riv

es
 to

 m
ai

nt
ai

n 
a 

po
sit

iv
e 

bu
sin

es
s c

lim
at

e 
fo

r t
he

 p
et

ro
le

um
 

in
du

st
ry

 in
 M

on
ta

na
, a

nd
 it

s e
du

ca
tio

n 
pr

og
ra

m
 fo

st
er

s p
ub

lic
 

aw
ar

en
es

s o
f 

th
e 

in
du

st
ry

’s 
co

nt
rib

ut
io

ns
 to

 th
e 

st
at

e 
an

d 
na

tio
n.

D
av

id
 G

al
t 

(4
06

) 4
42

-7
58

2
M

on
ta

na
 P

et
ro

le
um

 
A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n
m

pa
@

m
on

ta
na

pe
tro

le
um

.o
rg

w
w

w.
m

on
ta

na
pe

tro
le

um
.o

rg
/

in
de

x.
ph

p?
pr

=
H

om
e_

Pa
ge

M
on

ta
na

 S
to

ck
gr

ow
er

s 
A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n
T

he
 M

on
ta

na
 S

to
ck

gr
ow

er
’s 

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n 

is 
on

e 
of

 th
e 

sp
on

so
rs

 o
f 

th
e 

E
nv

iro
nm

en
ta

l S
te

w
ar

ds
hi

p 
A

w
ar

d 
Pr

og
ra

m
. T

he
 g

oa
l o

f 
th

is 
pr

og
ra

m
 is

 to
 a

ck
no

w
le

dg
e 

pr
od

uc
er

s w
ho

 g
o 

th
e 

ex
tra

 m
ile

 w
he

n 
it 

co
m

es
 to

 p
re

se
rv

in
g 

an
d 

en
ha

nc
in

g 
th

e 
re

so
ur

ce
s o

n 
th

ei
r l

an
d.

 W
hi

le
 

th
e 

pr
og

ra
m

 h
ig

hl
ig

ht
s i

nd
us

tr
y 

st
ew

ar
ds

hi
p,

 it
 a

lso
 p

ro
vi

de
s c

at
tle

m
en

 
w

ith
 e

xa
m

pl
es

 a
nd

 id
ea

s w
hi

ch
 m

ay
 b

e 
us

ef
ul

 o
n 

th
ei

r o
w

n 
fa

rm
s a

nd
 

ra
nc

hi
ng

 o
pe

ra
tio

ns
.

T
he

 M
SG

A
 is

 a
 c

oo
pe

ra
to

r i
n 

th
e 

U
nd

au
nt

ed
 S

te
w

ar
ds

hi
p 

Pr
og

ra
m

, a
 

vo
lu

nt
ar

y 
pr

og
ra

m
 th

at
 c

er
tifi

es
 in

di
vi

du
al

 ra
nc

he
rs

 w
ho

se
 o

pe
ra

tio
ns

 
in

co
rp

or
at

e 
st

ew
ar

ds
hi

p 
pr

in
ci

pl
es

 in
 th

ei
r r

an
ch

 p
la

nn
in

g,
 g

ra
zi

ng
 

m
an

ag
em

en
t a

nd
 m

on
ito

rin
g. 

M
SG

A
 a

ss
ist

s w
ith

 e
du

ca
tio

n 
an

d 
ou

tre
ac

h.

Ja
y 

Bo
dn

er
 

(4
06

) 4
42

-3
42

0
M

on
ta

na
 S

to
ck

gr
ow

er
’s 

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

jay
@

m
tb

ee
f.o

rg

w
w

w.
m

tb
ee

f.o
rg



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  111

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

M
on

ta
na

 W
at

er
 T

ru
st

T
he

 M
on

ta
na

 W
at

er
 T

ru
st

 is
 a

 p
riv

at
e, 

no
np

ro
fit

 o
rg

an
iz

at
io

n 
th

at
 

w
or

ks
 c

oo
pe

ra
tiv

el
y 

w
ith

 fa
rm

er
s, 

ra
nc

he
rs

, a
nd

 o
th

er
 la

nd
ow

ne
rs

 
to

 d
ev

el
op

 in
ce

nt
iv

e 
ba

se
d 

ag
re

em
en

ts
 th

at
 b

en
efi

t l
an

do
w

ne
rs

, 
st

re
am

flo
w

s a
nd

 c
om

m
un

iti
es

. T
he

 m
iss

io
n 

of
 th

e 
M

on
ta

na
 W

at
er

 
Tr

us
t i

s t
o 

pa
rt

ne
r w

ith
 la

nd
ow

ne
rs

 to
 k

ee
p 

ou
r c

el
eb

ra
te

d 
st

re
am

s a
liv

e 
an

d 
flo

w
in

g. 
T

he
 M

on
ta

na
 W

at
er

 T
ru

st
 w

or
ks

 c
oo

pe
ra

tiv
el

y 
w

ith
 w

at
er

 
rig

ht
s h

ol
de

rs
, e

sp
ec

ia
lly

 se
ni

or
 w

at
er

 ri
gh

t h
ol

de
rs

, s
ec

ur
in

g 
w

at
er

 
rig

ht
s f

or
 th

e 
pu

rp
os

e 
of

 m
ai

nt
ai

ni
ng

 in
-s

tre
am

 fl
ow

s.

T
he

 M
on

ta
na

 W
at

er
 T

ru
st

 c
an

 p
ro

vi
de

 e
xp

er
tis

e, 
ca

pa
ci

ty
 b

ui
ld

in
g;

 a
nd

, 
an

 in
te

re
st

 to
 p

ro
te

ct
 in

-s
tre

am
 fl

ow
s i

n 
ar

ea
s w

he
re

 h
ab

ita
t p

ro
te

ct
io

n/
re

st
or

at
io

n 
pr

oj
ec

ts
 a

lre
ad

y 
ar

e 
in

 p
la

ce
.

Ra
nk

in
 H

ol
m

es
 

(4
06

) 7
21

-0
47

6
M

on
ta

na
 W

at
er

 T
ru

st
in

fo
@

m
on

ta
na

w
at

er
tr

us
t.o

rg

ht
tp

:/
/w

w
w.

m
on

ta
na

w
at

er
tr

us
t.o

rg
/

M
on

ta
na

 W
ild

lif
e 

Fe
de

ra
tio

n
T

he
 M

on
ta

na
 W

ild
lif

e 
Fe

de
ra

tio
n 

is 
an

 o
rg

an
iz

at
io

n 
of

 c
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
m

in
de

d 
pe

op
le

 w
ho

 sh
ar

e 
a 

m
iss

io
n 

to
 p

ro
te

ct
 a

nd
 e

nh
an

ce
 M

on
ta

na
’s 

pu
bl

ic
 w

ild
lif

e, 
la

nd
s, 

w
at

er
s, 

an
d 

fa
ir 

ch
as

e 
hu

nt
in

g 
an

d 
fis

hi
ng

 
he

rit
ag

e.

M
W

F 
se

rv
es

 a
s a

 c
o-

ch
ai

r o
f 

th
e 

St
ee

rin
g 

C
om

m
itt

ee
 fo

r t
he

 
M

on
ta

na
 T

ea
m

in
g 

w
ith

 W
ild

lif
e 

C
oa

lit
io

n,
 a

 c
oa

lit
io

n 
co

m
pr

ise
d 

of
 o

rg
an

iz
at

io
ns

 a
nd

 b
us

in
es

se
s w

or
ki

ng
 to

ge
th

er
 to

 su
pp

or
t t

he
 

M
on

ta
na

 W
ild

lif
e 

A
ct

io
n 

Pl
an

 a
nd

 th
e 

St
at

e 
W

ild
lif

e 
G

ra
nt

 P
ro

gr
am

. 
In

 c
oo

pe
ra

tio
n 

w
ith

 th
e 

C
oa

lit
io

n,
 M

W
F 

w
or

ks
 w

ith
 it

s a
ffi

lia
te

s a
nd

 
ot

he
r v

ol
un

te
er

s t
o 

ad
vo

ca
te

 fo
r t

he
 S

ta
te

 W
ild

lif
e 

G
ra

nt
 P

ro
gr

am
 a

nd
 

fa
ci

lit
at

e 
im

pl
em

en
ta

tio
n 

on
 th

e 
gr

ou
nd

.

Ri
ch

 D
ay

 
(4

06
) 4

94
-8

66
1

M
on

ta
na

 W
ild

lif
e 

Fe
de

ra
tio

n
rd

ay
@

m
tw

f.o
rg

w
w

w.
m

on
ta

na
w

ild
lif

e.c
om

ht
tp

:/
/s

ta
te

w
ild

lif
e.n

w
f.

or
g/

M
T/

M
on

ta
na

 W
oo

d 
Pr

od
uc

ts
 

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

T
he

 M
on

ta
na

 W
oo

d 
Pr

od
uc

ts
 A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n 
is 

a 
vo

lu
nt

ar
y 

no
np

ro
fit

 
as

so
ci

at
io

n 
w

ho
se

 p
ur

po
se

 is
 to

 p
ro

m
ot

e 
w

ise
 lo

ng
-te

rm
 m

an
ag

em
en

t 
of

 M
on

ta
na

’s 
fo

re
st

s, 
fu

rn
ish

 o
pp

or
tu

ni
tie

s f
or

 o
pe

n 
di

sc
us

sio
n 

an
d 

law
fu

l i
nt

er
ch

an
ge

 o
f 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

co
nc

er
ni

ng
 a

ll 
fa

ce
ts

 o
f 

th
e 

w
oo

d 
pr

od
uc

ts
 in

du
st

ry
 a

nd
 a

cc
um

ul
at

e 
an

d 
di

ss
em

in
at

e 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
re

ga
rd

in
g 

th
e 

w
oo

d 
pr

od
uc

ts
 in

du
st

ry
 in

 o
rd

er
 to

 fo
st

er
 th

e 
be

st
 

in
te

re
st

s o
f 

th
e 

in
du

st
ry

 a
nd

 th
e 

pu
bl

ic.

E
lle

n 
E

ng
st

ed
t

(4
06

) 4
43

-1
56

6
M

on
ta

na
 W

oo
d 

Pr
od

uc
ts

 
A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n
M

W
PA

@
M

on
ta

na
Fo

re
st

s.c
om

w
w

w.
m

on
ta

na
fo

re
st

s.c
om



112  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

N
at

io
na

l C
en

te
r f

or
 

A
pp

ro
pr

ia
te

 T
ec

hn
ol

og
y

T
he

 N
at

io
na

l C
en

te
r f

or
 A

pp
ro

pr
ia

te
 T

ec
hn

ol
og

y 
he

lp
s p

eo
pl

e 
an

d 
co

m
m

un
iti

es
 w

ith
 te

ch
no

lo
gi

es
 th

at
 sa

ve
 e

ne
rg

y 
an

d 
re

so
ur

ce
s. 

N
C

A
T 

he
lp

s g
ov

er
nm

en
t a

ge
nc

ie
s, 

bu
sin

es
se

s a
nd

 n
on

-p
ro

fit
s l

ea
rn

 
an

d 
sp

re
ad

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

ab
ou

t s
us

ta
in

ab
le

 e
ne

rg
y, 

ag
ric

ul
tu

re
 a

nd
 

co
m

m
un

ity
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t. 

K
at

hy
 H

ad
le

y 
(4

06
) 4

94
-8

63
7

N
C

A
T

ka
th

yh
@

nc
at

.o
rg

w
w

w.
nc

at
.o

rg

N
at

io
na

l P
ar

ks
 a

nd
 

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n
T

he
 N

at
io

na
l P

ar
ks

 a
nd

 C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n’s
 m

iss
io

n 
is 

to
 

pr
ot

ec
t a

nd
 e

nh
an

ce
 A

m
er

ic
a’s

 N
at

io
na

l P
ar

ks
 fo

r p
re

se
nt

 a
nd

 fu
tu

re
 

ge
ne

ra
tio

ns
. I

n 
M

on
ta

na
, N

PC
A

 is
 in

vo
lv

ed
 in

 p
ol

ic
y 

iss
ue

s t
ha

t a
ff

ec
t 

N
at

io
na

l P
ar

ks
. T

he
y 

al
so

 c
oo

pe
ra

te
 in

 re
st

or
at

io
n 

of
 b

ul
l t

ro
ut

 h
ab

ita
t 

in
 th

e 
N

or
th

 F
or

k 
of

 th
e 

Fl
at

he
ad

 R
iv

er
.

To
ny

 Je
w

et
t 

(4
06

) 4
95

-1
55

9
N

at
io

na
l P

ar
ks

 a
nd

 
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

tje
w

et
t@

np
ca

.o
rg

w
w

w.
np

ca
.o

rg
/n

or
th

er
nr

oc
ki

es

N
at

io
na

l W
ild

lif
e 

Fe
de

ra
tio

n
T

he
 N

at
io

na
l W

ild
lif

e 
Fe

de
ra

tio
n 

in
sp

ire
s A

m
er

ic
an

s t
o 

pr
ot

ec
t w

ild
lif

e 
fo

r o
ur

 c
hi

ld
re

n’s
 fu

tu
re

.

N
W

F 
is 

in
te

re
st

ed
 in

 h
el

pi
ng

 to
 in

vo
lv

e 
a 

br
oa

de
r a

rr
ay

 o
f 

in
te

re
st

s i
n 

su
pp

or
t o

f 
th

e 
St

at
e 

W
ild

lif
e 

G
ra

nt
 P

ro
gr

am
. T

hr
ou

gh
 it

s s
up

po
rt

 fo
r 

Te
am

in
g 

W
ith

 W
ild

lif
e, 

it 
ad

vo
ca

te
s f

or
 a

nd
 h

el
ps

 to
 b

ui
ld

 su
pp

or
t. 

T
hr

ou
gh

 it
s l

oc
al

 a
ffi

lia
te

s, 
it 

ca
n 

he
lp

 p
ro

vi
de

 g
ra

ss
 ro

ot
s s

up
po

rt
 a

nd
 

en
lis

t a
 c

ad
re

 o
f 

vo
lu

nt
ee

rs
 to

 a
ss

ist
 w

ith
 lo

ca
l, 

on
-th

e-
gr

ou
nd

 p
ro

je
ct

s. 
Vo

lu
nt

ee
rs

 w
ho

 p
ar

tic
ip

at
e 

in
 p

ro
je

ct
s a

re
 v

es
te

d 
in

 c
on

se
rv

at
io

n.

La
nd

 T
aw

ne
y 

(4
06

) 7
21

-6
70

5
N

at
io

na
l W

ild
lif

e 
Fe

de
ra

tio
n

ta
w

ne
y@

nw
f.o

rg

w
w

w.
nw

f.o
rg

N
at

io
na

l W
ild

 T
ur

ke
y 

Fe
de

ra
tio

n
T

he
 N

at
io

na
l W

ild
 T

ur
ke

y 
Fe

de
ra

tio
n 

su
pp

or
ts

 sc
ie

nt
ifi

c 
w

ild
lif

e 
m

an
ag

em
en

t o
n 

pu
bl

ic,
 p

riv
at

e 
an

d 
co

rp
or

at
e 

la
nd

s a
s w

el
l a

s w
ild

 
tu

rk
ey

 h
un

tin
g 

as
 a

 tr
ad

iti
on

al
 N

or
th

 A
m

er
ic

an
 sp

or
t.

In
 M

on
ta

na
, N

W
TF

’s 
w

or
k 

is 
fo

cu
se

d 
on

 c
on

se
rv

in
g 

tu
rk

ey
 h

ab
ita

t 
an

d 
pr

ot
ec

tin
g 

hu
nt

in
g 

ac
ce

ss
. I

t i
s w

ill
in

g 
to

 a
ss

ist
 w

ith
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

ea
se

m
en

ts
 to

 a
ch

ie
ve

 th
os

e 
ob

je
ct

iv
es

. T
he

y 
ar

e 
pa

rt
ic

ul
ar

ly
 in

te
re

st
ed

 

M
r. 

Ja
re

d 
M

cJ
un

ki
n 

(6
05

) 2
55

-5
97

9
N

at
io

na
l W

ild
 T

ur
ke

y 
Fe

de
ra

tio
n

ja
re

d.
nw

tf@
ya

ho
o.

co
m

w
w

w.
nw

tf.
or

g



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  113

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

in
 p

ro
je

ct
s t

o 
re

st
or

e 
rip

ar
ia

n 
ha

bi
ta

t i
n 

th
e 

no
rt

he
rn

 p
la

in
s a

nd
 to

 
co

ns
er

ve
 p

on
de

ro
sa

 p
in

e 
in

 e
as

te
rn

 M
on

ta
na

.

N
W

TF
 w

or
ks

 w
ith

 in
di

vi
du

al
 la

nd
ow

ne
rs

 w
ho

 w
in

te
r l

ar
ge

 n
um

be
rs

 o
f 

tu
rk

ey
s. 

T
he

y 
al

so
 h

av
e 

so
m

e 
fu

nd
s a

va
ila

bl
e 

to
 a

ss
ist

 w
ith

 e
du

ca
tio

n,
 

ha
bi

ta
t p

ro
je

ct
s a

nd
 tr

an
sp

la
nt

s.

N
or

th
er

n 
Pl

ai
ns

 R
es

ou
rc

e 
C

ou
nc

il
To

 h
el

p 
ci

tiz
en

s m
ak

e 
a 

di
ff

er
en

ce
 in

 th
ei

r c
om

m
un

ity
, N

or
th

er
n 

Pl
ai

ns
 

Re
so

ur
ce

 C
ou

nc
il 

co
or

di
na

te
s s

ev
er

al
 st

at
ew

id
e 

an
d 

re
gi

on
al

 c
am

pa
ig

ns
 

in
 tw

o 
ge

ne
ra

l a
re

as
 o

f 
fo

cu
s: 

pr
ot

ec
tin

g 
ou

r w
at

er
 a

nd
 la

nd
, a

nd
 

bu
ild

in
g 

M
on

ta
na

’s 
ru

ra
l p

ro
sp

er
ity

.

Te
re

sa
 E

ric
ks

on
 

(4
06

) 2
48

-1
15

4
N

or
th

er
n 

Pl
ai

ns
 R

es
ou

rc
e 

C
ou

nc
il

te
re

sa
@

no
rt

he
rn

pl
ai

ns
.o

rg

w
w

w.
no

rt
he

rn
pl

ai
ns

.o
rg

Ph
ea

sa
nt

s 
Fo

re
ve

r
Ph

ea
sa

nt
s F

or
ev

er
 is

 d
ed

ic
at

ed
 to

 th
e 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n 

of
 p

he
as

an
ts,

 q
ua

il 
an

d 
ot

he
r w

ild
lif

e 
th

ro
ug

h 
ha

bi
ta

t i
m

pr
ov

em
en

ts,
 p

ub
lic

 a
w

ar
en

es
s, 

ed
uc

at
io

n 
an

d 
la

nd
 m

an
ag

em
en

t p
ol

ic
ie

s a
nd

 p
ro

gr
am

s.

PF
 is

 a
 p

ot
en

tia
l p

lay
er

 in
 a

ny
 c

oo
pe

ra
tiv

e 
pr

oj
ec

t a
cc

om
pl

ish
ed

 a
t t

he
 

lo
ca

l l
ev

el
 in

 a
ny

 c
om

m
un

ity
 w

he
re

 P
F 

ha
s a

 p
re

se
nc

e. 
C

on
tri

bu
tin

g 
to

 lo
ca

l h
ab

ita
t e

nh
an

ce
m

en
t p

ro
je

ct
s i

s t
he

 ty
pi

ca
l P

F 
ap

pr
oa

ch
 in

 
M

on
ta

na
. I

nd
iv

id
ua

l c
ha

pt
er

s r
ai

se
 fu

nd
s a

nd
 th

en
 u

se
 th

os
e 

fu
nd

s f
or

 
ha

bi
ta

t p
ro

je
ct

s w
ith

in
 th

ei
r a

re
a. 

 P
F 

al
so

 h
as

 a
n 

in
te

re
st

 in
 c

oo
pe

ra
tin

g 
in

 a
cq

ui
sit

io
n 

pr
oj

ec
ts

 b
ut

 su
ch

 p
ro

je
ct

s a
re

 a
 b

it 
un

us
ua

l i
n 

M
on

ta
na

 
be

ca
us

e 
of

 th
e 

st
at

e’s
 si

ze
 a

nd
 th

e 
di

st
an

ce
 b

et
w

ee
n 

lo
ca

l c
ha

pt
er

s. 
T

he
se

 p
ro

je
ct

s t
yp

ic
al

ly
 a

re
 fu

nd
ed

 th
ro

ug
h 

PF
’s 

la
nd

/l
oa

n 
pr

og
ra

m
 

w
ith

 th
e 

fu
nd

s t
he

n 
re

pa
id

 b
y 

th
e 

lo
ca

l c
ha

pt
er

s.

D
an

 H
ar

e 
(7

01
) 2

50
-9

92
1

Ph
ea

sa
nt

s F
or

ev
er

dh
ar

e@
ph

ea
sa

nt
sf

or
ev

er
.

or
g

w
w

w.
ph

ea
sa

nt
sf

or
ev

er
.o

rg

Pl
um

 C
re

ek
 T

im
be

r 
C

om
pa

ny
A

s a
 la

rg
e 

la
nd

ow
ne

r, 
Pl

um
 C

re
ek

 re
co

gn
iz

es
 th

at
 so

m
e 

of
 o

ur
 la

nd
s 

ha
ve

 “
sp

ec
ia

l”
 v

al
ue

s t
o 

th
e 

pe
op

le
 w

ho
 li

ve
 in

 c
om

m
un

iti
es

 th
at

 
su

rr
ou

nd
 th

em
. W

ith
 th

is 
in

 m
in

d,
 P

lu
m

 C
re

ek
 c

on
tin

ue
s t

o 
se

ek
 

Lo
rin

 H
ic

ks
 

(4
06

) 8
92

-6
36

8
Pl

um
 C

re
ek

 T
im

be
r 



114  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

op
po

rt
un

iti
es

 to
 p

ro
te

ct
 la

nd
 th

at
 h

as
 v

isu
al

, h
ist

or
ic,

 re
cr

ea
tio

n,
 

fo
re

st
ry

, w
ild

lif
e 

ha
bi

ta
t a

nd
 o

th
er

 si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 a

ttr
ib

ut
es

 th
ro

ug
h 

lo
ng

-
te

rm
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

sa
le

s, 
ea

se
m

en
ts

 a
nd

 la
nd

 e
xc

ha
ng

es
.

Pl
um

 C
re

ek
 T

im
be

r C
om

pa
ny

 h
as

 d
ev

el
op

ed
 a

 H
ab

ita
t C

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

Pl
an

 to
 e

ns
ur

e 
co

ns
er

va
tio

n 
of

 n
at

iv
e 

fis
h 

on
 1

.3
 m

ill
io

n 
ac

re
s o

f 
la

nd
 

in
 th

ei
r o

w
ne

rs
hi

p 
in

 n
or

th
w

es
te

rn
 M

on
ta

na
. W

ith
 th

e 
N

at
iv

e 
Fi

sh
 

H
C

P 
in

 p
la

ce
, t

he
 H

C
P 

ca
n 

be
 u

se
d 

to
 le

ve
ra

ge
 S

ec
. 6

 fu
nd

in
g 

fo
r l

an
d 

ac
qu

isi
tio

ns
 th

at
 su

pp
or

t t
he

 o
bj

ec
tiv

es
 o

f 
th

e 
H

C
P.

 T
hi

s a
lso

 is
 a

n 
op

po
rt

un
ity

 fo
r w

or
ki

ng
 w

ith
 th

e 
fis

h 
an

d 
w

ild
lif

e 
m

iti
ga

tio
n 

pr
og

ra
m

s 
an

d 
ot

he
r p

ar
tn

er
s f

or
 n

at
iv

e 
fis

h 
m

on
ito

rin
g 

an
d 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n 

in
 

no
rt

hw
es

te
rn

 M
on

ta
na

.

Pl
um

 C
re

ek
 a

lso
 e

nt
er

ed
 in

to
 a

 c
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
ag

re
em

en
t r

eg
ar

di
ng

 
gr

iz
zl

y 
be

ar
s o

n 
75

,0
00

 a
cr

es
 o

f 
th

ei
r o

w
ne

rs
hi

p 
in

 th
e 

Sw
an

 V
al

le
y. 

Pl
um

 C
re

ek
 p

ar
tic

ip
at

ed
 in

 th
e 

gr
iz

zl
y 

be
ar

 a
gr

ee
m

en
t. 

A
s p

ar
t o

f 
th

is 
ag

re
em

en
t, 

al
l o

f 
th

e 
co

m
pa

ny
’s 

la
nd

 sa
le

s i
n 

th
e 

lin
ka

ge
 z

on
es

 
in

 th
e 

Sw
an

 V
al

le
y 

in
cl

ud
e 

de
ed

 re
st

ric
tio

ns
 to

 e
ns

ur
e 

th
at

 th
es

e 
ar

e 
co

ns
er

va
tio

n 
tra

ns
ac

tio
ns

.

Pl
um

 C
re

ek
’s 

bu
sin

es
s m

od
el

 is
 c

ha
ng

in
g. 

In
 M

on
ta

na
, t

he
 m

od
el

 p
ut

s 
m

or
e 

em
ph

as
is 

on
 se

lli
ng

 la
nd

 a
nd

 o
n 

de
ve

lo
pi

ng
 la

nd
. P

lu
m

 C
re

ek
 

ne
ed

s t
o 

be
 a

bl
e 

to
 w

or
k 

w
ith

 F
W

P 
an

d 
ot

he
r c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

pa
rt

ne
rs

 
ea

rli
er

 in
 th

e 
la

nd
 u

se
 p

la
nn

in
g 

pr
oc

es
s t

o 
bu

ild
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

m
ea

su
re

s 
in

to
 th

e 
de

sig
n 

of
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
ts.

PP
L 

M
on

ta
na

PP
L 

M
on

ta
na

 h
as

 c
on

sid
er

ab
le

 d
isc

re
tio

n 
to

 c
os

t-s
ha

re
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

pr
oj

ec
ts

 w
ith

in
 th

e 
M

iss
ou

ri-
M

ad
is0

n 
co

rr
id

or
. I

t p
ro

vi
de

s a
nn

ua
l 

fu
nd

in
g 

to
 th

re
e 

te
ch

ni
ca

l a
dv

iso
ry

 c
om

m
itt

ee
s: 

M
ad

iso
n 

fis
he

rie
s; 

M
iss

ou
ri 

fis
he

rie
s; 

an
d 

w
ild

lif
e, 

sy
st

em
 w

id
e. 

Pr
oj

ec
t p

ro
po

sa
l a

re
 

re
vi

ew
ed

 b
y 

th
e 

co
rr

es
po

nd
in

g 
Te

ch
ni

ca
l A

dv
iso

ry
 C

om
m

itt
ee

. P
ro

je
ct

s 
m

us
t o

cc
ur

 w
ith

in
 a

 m
ile

 o
f 

th
e 

co
rr

id
or

 a
nd

 b
e 

co
ns

ist
en

t w
ith

 th
e 

m
iti

ga
tio

n 
ob

je
ct

iv
es

 d
efi

ne
d 

by
 th

e 
21

88
 li

ce
ns

e 
fo

r t
he

 M
ad

iso
n-

C
om

pa
ny

Lo
rin

.H
ic

ks
@

pl
um

cr
ee

k.
co

m

w
w

w.
pl

um
cr

ee
k.

co
m

/
do

w
nl

oa
ds

/f
ac

ts
he

et
s/

co
ns

er
va

tio
nf

ac
ts

he
et

.p
df

Jo
n 

Jo
ur

da
nn

ai
s 

(4
06

) 5
33

-3
44

3
PP

L 
M

on
ta

na
jh

jo
ur

da
nn

ai
s@

pp
l.w

eb

w
w

w.
pp

lm
on

ta
na

.c
om

/
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t/
ou

r+
en

vi
ro

n
m

en
t/

re
st

or
in

g+
ha

bi
ta

ts.
ht

m



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  11�

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

M
iss

ou
ri 

co
rr

id
or

. W
ith

in
 th

e 
pa

st
 1

0 
ye

ar
s, 

PP
L 

ha
s c

on
tri

bu
te

d 
$2

3M
 

w
hi

ch
 h

as
 le

ve
ra

ge
d 

a 
to

ta
l o

f 
$7

6M
 fo

r c
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
in

 th
e 

pr
oj

ec
t 

ar
ea

. P
PL

 e
xp

ec
ts

 to
 c

on
tri

bu
te

 a
no

th
er

 $
10

M
 d

ur
in

g 
th

e 
de

ca
de

 
be

gi
nn

in
g 

in
 2

00
8.

In
 a

dd
iti

on
 to

 th
e 

fis
h 

an
d 

w
ild

lif
e 

m
iti

ga
tio

n 
pr

og
ra

m
, P

PL
 fu

nd
s a

 
sy

st
em

-w
id

e 
co

m
pr

eh
en

siv
e 

pr
og

ra
m

 fo
r r

ec
re

at
io

n.
 T

hi
s p

ro
gr

am
 

in
cl

ud
es

 th
e 

po
te

nt
ia

l t
o 

ac
qu

ire
 o

pe
n 

sp
ac

e 
fo

r r
ec

re
at

io
n 

w
hi

ch
 c

ou
ld

, 
se

co
nd

ar
ily

, b
en

efi
t t

he
 o

bj
ec

tiv
es

 in
 C

FW
C

S.

Py
ra

m
id

 L
um

be
r

Py
ra

m
id

 L
um

be
r’s

 p
ro

fe
ss

io
na

l f
or

es
tr

y 
st

af
f 

pr
om

ot
es

 fo
re

st
 

st
ew

ar
ds

hi
p 

an
d 

ac
tiv

e 
fo

re
st

 m
an

ag
em

en
t t

o 
ac

hi
ev

e 
su

st
ai

na
bl

e 
fo

re
st

ry
. 

Py
ra

m
id

 L
um

be
r h

as
 w

or
ke

d 
cl

os
el

y 
w

ith
 th

e 
Fo

re
st

 S
er

vi
ce

 a
nd

 
th

e 
Ro

ck
y 

M
ou

nt
ai

n 
E

lk
 F

ou
nd

at
io

n 
to

 im
pl

em
en

t t
he

 c
on

ce
pt

 o
f 

St
ew

ar
ds

hi
p 

C
on

tra
ct

in
g. 

St
ew

ar
ds

hi
p 

co
nt

ra
ct

in
g 

is 
an

 e
xc

ha
ng

e 
of

 
go

od
s (

fo
re

st
 p

ro
du

ct
s)

 fo
r s

er
vi

ce
s (

va
rio

us
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
n/

re
st

or
at

io
n 

re
la

te
d 

ac
tiv

iti
es

). 
St

ew
ar

ds
hi

p 
co

nt
ra

ct
in

g 
is 

a 
w

ay
 to

 a
ch

ie
ve

 m
ul

tip
le

 
be

ne
fit

s f
or

 a
 v

ar
ie

ty
 o

f 
iss

ue
s. 

Re
ve

nu
es

 g
en

er
at

ed
 fr

om
 th

e 
pr

oj
ec

ts
 

ar
e 

re
in

ve
st

ed
 b

ac
k 

on
 th

e 
di

st
ric

t t
o 

ac
hi

ev
e 

st
ew

ar
ds

hi
p 

ob
je

ct
iv

es
, e

.g.
 

re
du

ci
ng

 ro
ad

 d
en

sit
ie

s, 
im

pr
ov

in
g 

st
re

am
 c

ro
ss

in
gs

, fi
sh

 a
nd

 w
ild

lif
e 

ob
je

ct
iv

es
, f

or
es

t h
ea

lth
, f

ue
ls 

re
du

ct
io

n,
 re

cr
ea

tio
n,

 e
tc

. S
te

w
ar

ds
hi

p 
co

nt
ra

ct
in

g 
is 

a 
w

ay
 to

 d
ev

el
op

 a
 b

ro
ad

er
 b

as
e 

of
 su

pp
or

t f
or

 p
ro

je
ct

s 
th

at
 h

av
e 

be
en

 d
ev

el
op

ed
 th

ro
ug

h 
a 

la
nd

sc
ap

e 
le

ve
l p

la
nn

in
g 

ef
fo

rt
 

an
d 

pr
ov

id
es

 g
re

at
er

 o
pp

or
tu

ni
tie

s t
o 

id
en

tif
y 

an
d 

bu
ild

 so
lu

tio
ns

 
ar

ou
nd

 c
om

m
on

 g
ro

un
d.

 S
te

w
ar

ds
hi

p 
co

nt
ra

ct
in

g 
al

so
 is

 a
 w

ay
 to

 k
ee

p 
in

du
st

ry
 v

ia
bl

e 
in

 c
om

m
un

iti
es

 w
he

re
 tr

ad
iti

on
al

 fo
re

st
 in

du
st

ry
 is

 n
o 

lo
ng

er
 v

ia
bl

e.

G
or

dy
 S

an
de

rs
 

(4
06

) 6
77

-2
20

1
Py

ra
m

id
 L

um
be

r C
om

pa
ny

gs
an

de
rs

@
py

ra
m

id
lu

m
be

r.c
om

w
w

w.
py

ra
m

id
lu

m
be

r.c
om

R
ub

y 
H

ab
ita

t F
ou

nd
at

io
n

A
t t

he
 R

ub
y 

H
ab

ita
t F

ou
nd

at
io

n,
 w

e 
us

e 
th

e 
w

or
d 

“h
ab

ita
t”

 in
 

its
 b

ro
ad

es
t s

en
se

 —
 th

e 
liv

in
g 

en
vi

ro
nm

en
t t

ha
t s

us
ta

in
s p

eo
pl

e, 
liv

es
to

ck
, fi

sh
, w

ild
lif

e 
an

d 
pl

an
ts.

 W
e 

be
lie

ve
 th

at
 n

o 
sin

gl
e 

la
nd

 

Le
s G

ilm
an

 
(4

06
) 8

42
-5

01
0

Ru
by

 H
ab

ita
t F

ou
nd

at
io

n



116  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

ho
ld

in
g 

is 
la

rg
e 

en
ou

gh
 to

 b
e 

an
 e

co
sy

st
em

 o
f 

its
el

f 
or

 y
ar

d 
to

o 
sm

al
l 

to
 h

av
e 

so
m

e 
im

pa
ct

 o
n 

its
 n

ei
gh

bo
rs

. T
he

re
fo

re
 w

e 
be

lie
ve

 th
at

 w
e 

ar
e 

al
l i

n 
th

is 
to

ge
th

er
 a

nd
 th

at
 o

ur
 m

an
ag

em
en

t d
ec

isi
on

s m
ak

e 
ou

r 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t w
ha

t i
t i

s a
nd

 w
ha

t i
t w

ill
 b

ec
om

e.

T
he

 fo
cu

s o
f 

th
e 

Ru
by

 H
ab

ita
t F

ou
nd

at
io

n 
in

cl
ud

es
 th

e 
Ru

by
 R

iv
er

 
w

at
er

sh
ed

 e
co

sy
st

em
 a

nd
 w

ith
 so

m
e 

ad
ju

st
m

en
ts

 a
ll 

of
 S

ou
th

w
es

t 
M

on
ta

na
. T

he
 g

oa
l i

s t
o 

ga
th

er
 a

 b
od

y 
of

 p
ra

ct
ic

al
 k

no
w

le
dg

e 
ab

ou
t 

th
e 

Ru
by

 R
iv

er
 w

at
er

sh
ed

 in
 p

ar
tic

ul
ar

 a
nd

 S
ou

th
w

es
t M

on
ta

na
 

in
 g

en
er

al
, t

o 
us

e 
an

d 
to

 sh
ar

e. 
To

 a
ch

ie
ve

 th
is 

w
e 

ar
e 

co
nd

uc
tin

g 
a 

nu
m

be
r o

f 
ap

pl
ie

d 
re

se
ar

ch
 p

ro
je

ct
s i

n 
bo

th
 v

eg
et

at
iv

e 
an

d 
m

an
ag

em
en

t c
ho

ic
es

. W
e 

in
vi

te
 y

ou
r c

om
m

en
ts

 a
nd

 p
ar

tic
ip

at
io

n.

So
no

ra
n 

In
st

itu
te

T
he

 S
on

or
an

 In
st

itu
te

 is
 a

 re
so

ur
ce

 fo
r l

an
d 

us
e 

pl
an

ni
ng

. T
he

 In
st

itu
te

 
pr

ov
id

es
 in

fo
rm

at
io

n,
 tr

ai
ni

ng
, e

tc
., 

ta
rg

et
ed

 to
 lo

ca
l l

an
d 

us
e 

pl
an

ni
ng

 
gr

ou
ps

 a
nd

 C
ou

nt
y 

C
om

m
iss

io
ns

. I
t p

ro
vi

de
s i

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

an
d 

ca
se

 
st

ud
ie

s t
o 

he
lp

 th
e 

pl
an

ne
rs

 d
ec

id
e 

w
hi

ch
 p

la
nn

in
g 

to
ol

s a
re

 m
os

t 
ap

pr
op

ria
te

 fo
r t

he
ir 

co
m

m
un

ity
, e

.g.
 z

on
in

g,
 re

gu
la

tio
ns

, i
nc

en
tiv

es
, 

st
an

da
rd

s, 
et

c. 
T

he
 In

st
itu

te
 a

lso
 h

el
ps

 c
om

m
un

iti
es

 to
 d

ev
el

op
 a

 
co

m
m

un
ity

 v
isi

on
 a

nd
 h

el
p 

th
em

 p
la

n 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t c
on

sis
te

nt
 w

ith
 

th
at

 v
isi

on
.

T
he

 S
on

or
an

 In
st

itu
te

 c
ou

ld
 h

el
p 

pr
om

ot
e 

pa
rt

ne
rs

hi
ps

 b
et

w
ee

n 
w

at
er

sh
ed

 g
ro

up
s a

nd
 th

e 
co

un
ty

 p
la

nn
er

s.

T
he

 S
on

or
an

 In
st

itu
te

 c
ou

ld
 h

el
p 

de
ve

lo
p 

a 
se

t o
f 

m
od

el
 o

rd
in

an
ce

s 
th

at
 in

co
rp

or
at

e 
m

ea
su

re
s t

o 
ad

dr
es

s h
ab

ita
t a

nd
 sp

ec
ie

s p
rio

rit
ie

s 
de

fin
ed

 b
y 

C
FW

C
S.

Je
nn

ife
r B

oy
er

 
(4

06
) 5

87
-7

33
1

So
no

ra
n 

In
st

itu
te

jb
oy

er
@

so
no

ra
n.

or
g

ht
tp

:/
/s

on
or

an
.o

rg
/

Te
am

in
g 

w
ith

 W
ild

lif
e 

C
oa

lit
io

n
T

he
 T

ea
m

in
g 

w
ith

 W
ild

lif
e 

C
oa

lit
io

n 
in

cl
ud

es
 st

at
e 

fis
h 

&
 w

ild
lif

e 
ag

en
ci

es
, w

ild
lif

e 
bi

ol
og

ist
s, 

hu
nt

er
s, 

an
gl

er
s, 

bi
rd

w
at

ch
er

s, 
hi

ke
rs

, 
na

tu
re

-b
as

ed
 b

us
in

es
se

s a
nd

 o
th

er
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
ni

st
s w

ho
 su

pp
or

t t
he

 
go

al
 o

f 
re

st
or

in
g 

an
d 

co
ns

er
vi

ng
 o

ur
 n

at
io

n’s
 w

ild
lif

e. 
T

he
 c

oa
lit

io
n 

M
ik

e 
A

de
rh

ol
d 

(4
06

) 4
53

-2
45

9
M

on
ta

na
 F

W
P

m
ad

er
ho

ld
@

m
t.g

ov

lg
ilm

an
@

3r
iv

er
s.n

et

w
w

w.
ru

by
ha

bi
ta

t.o
rg

/d
ef

au
lt.

ph
p



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  117

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

fo
rm

ed
 in

 th
e 

ea
rly

 1
99

0s
 a

nd
 h

as
 le

d 
ef

fo
rt

s t
o 

fu
nd

 w
ild

lif
e 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n 

ai
m

ed
 a

t p
re

ve
nt

in
g 

w
ild

lif
e 

fr
om

 b
ec

om
in

g 
en

da
ng

er
ed

. 
N

at
io

na
lly

, t
he

 c
oa

lit
io

n 
in

cl
ud

es
 m

or
e 

th
an

 5
,0

00
 o

rg
an

iz
at

io
ns

, 
bu

sin
es

se
s, 

an
d 

ag
en

ci
es

. T
he

 c
oa

lit
io

n 
is 

th
e 

le
ad

in
g 

ad
vo

ca
te

 
fo

r t
he

 S
ta

te
 W

ild
lif

e 
G

ra
nt

s p
ro

gr
am

 a
nd

 th
e 

im
pl

em
en

ta
tio

n 
of

 
st

at
e 

w
ild

lif
e 

ac
tio

n 
pl

an
s. 

M
on

ta
na

 h
as

 e
st

ab
lis

he
d 

a 
Te

am
in

g 
w

ith
 

W
ild

lif
e 

C
or

e 
Te

am
 to

 a
ss

ist
 M

on
ta

na
 F

W
P 

w
ith

 im
pl

em
en

ta
tio

n 
of

 
th

e 
C

om
pr

eh
en

siv
e 

Fi
sh

 a
nd

 W
ild

lif
e 

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
St

ra
te

gy
 a

nd
 to

 
pr

om
ot

e 
aw

ar
en

es
s a

nd
 su

pp
or

t f
or

 th
e 

pr
og

ra
m

. T
he

 C
or

e 
Te

am
 

in
cl

ud
es

 m
em

be
rs

 fr
om

 th
e 

M
on

ta
na

 W
ild

lif
e 

Fe
de

ra
tio

n,
 th

e 
N

at
io

na
l 

W
ild

lif
e 

Fe
de

ra
tio

n,
 M

on
ta

na
 A

ub
ub

on
, T

ro
ut

 U
nl

im
ite

d,
 T

he
od

or
e 

Ro
os

ev
el

t C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
Pa

rt
ne

rs
 a

nd
 th

e 
M

on
ta

na
 A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n 
of

 
La

nd
 T

ru
st

s.

Ri
ch

 D
ay

 (4
06

) 4
94

-8
66

1
M

on
ta

na
 W

ild
lif

e 
Fe

de
ra

tio
n

rd
ay

@
m

tw
f.o

rg

w
w

w.
te

am
in

g.c
om

T
he

od
or

e 
R

oo
se

ve
lt 

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
Pa

rt
ne

rs
T

he
 T

he
od

or
e 

Ro
os

ev
el

t C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
Pa

rt
ne

rs
hi

p 
is 

a 
co

al
iti

on
 

of
 le

ad
in

g 
hu

nt
in

g,
 fi

sh
in

g 
an

d 
co

ns
er

va
tio

n 
or

ga
ni

za
tio

ns
, l

ab
or

 
un

io
ns

 a
nd

 in
di

vi
du

al
 g

ra
ss

ro
ot

s p
ar

tn
er

s w
or

ki
ng

 to
ge

th
er

 to
 p

re
se

rv
e 

th
e 

tra
di

tio
ns

 o
f 

hu
nt

in
g 

an
d 

fis
hi

ng
 b

y 
a)

 e
xp

an
di

ng
 a

cc
es

s t
o 

pl
ac

es
 

to
 h

un
t a

nd
 fi

sh
, b

) c
on

se
rv

in
g 

fis
h 

an
d 

w
ild

lif
e 

an
d 

th
e 

ha
bi

ta
ts

 
ne

ce
ss

ar
y 

to
 su

st
ai

n 
th

em
, a

nd
 c

) i
nc

re
as

in
g 

fu
nd

in
g 

fo
r c

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

an
d 

m
an

ag
em

en
t.

TR
C

P 
is 

a 
pa

rt
ne

r o
rg

an
iz

at
io

n 
in

 th
e 

Te
am

in
g 

W
ith

 W
ild

lif
e 

co
al

iti
on

, 
an

d 
is 

an
 a

ct
iv

e 
m

em
be

r o
f 

th
e 

Te
am

in
g 

W
ith

 W
ild

lif
e 

N
at

io
na

l 
St

ee
rin

g 
C

om
m

itt
ee

. T
RC

P 
ha

s p
ro

du
ce

d 
vi

de
os

, b
ro

ch
ur

es
 a

nd
 ta

bl
e-

to
p 

di
sp

lay
s f

or
 sp

or
ts

m
en

’s 
or

ga
ni

za
tio

ns
 th

at
 e

xp
la

in
 S

ta
te

 W
ild

lif
e 

G
ra

nt
s a

nd
 S

ta
te

 W
ild

lif
e 

A
ct

io
n 

Pl
an

s t
o 

hu
nt

er
s a

nd
 a

ng
le

rs
. T

he
y 

te
ll 

hu
nt

er
s a

nd
 a

ng
le

rs
 w

hy
 th

ey
 sh

ou
ld

 su
pp

or
t S

ta
te

 W
ild

lif
e 

G
ra

nt
s 

an
d 

w
ha

t t
he

y 
ca

n 
do

 to
 su

pp
or

t t
he

 im
pl

em
en

ta
tio

n 
of

 th
ei

r o
w

n 
St

at
e 

W
ild

lif
e 

A
ct

io
n 

Pl
an

. T
RC

P 
ha

s a
 3

-y
ea

r g
ra

nt
 a

nd
 is

 w
or

ki
ng

 in
 a

ll 
50

 
st

at
es

 to
 e

du
ca

tio
n,

 o
ut

re
ac

h 
an

d 
ad

vo
ca

cy
 fo

r t
he

 p
ur

po
se

 o
f 

bu
ild

in
g 

su
pp

or
t f

or
 th

e 
St

at
e 

W
ild

lif
e 

G
ra

nt
 p

ro
gr

am
.

W
ill

ia
m

 G
ee

r 
(4

06
) 3

96
-0

90
9

T
he

od
or

e 
Ro

os
ev

el
t 

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
Pa

rt
ne

rs
hi

p
bg

ee
r@

trc
p.

or
g

w
w

w.
trc

p.
or

g



11�  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

Tr
ou

t C
on

se
rv

an
cy

 o
f 

M
on

ta
na

T
he

 m
iss

io
n 

of
 T

ro
ut

 C
on

se
rv

an
cy

 is
 to

 c
on

se
rv

e 
an

d 
im

pr
ov

e 
M

on
ta

na
’s 

w
ild

 tr
ou

t p
op

ul
at

io
ns

 th
ro

ug
h 

ha
bi

ta
t r

es
to

ra
tio

n,
 e

du
ca

tio
n 

an
d 

ou
tre

ac
h.

 T
he

 o
rg

an
iz

at
io

n 
pr

ov
id

es
 n

ee
de

d 
fu

nd
in

g 
fo

r w
ild

 
tro

ut
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
n,

 h
ab

ita
t r

es
to

ra
tio

n 
an

d 
ed

uc
at

io
n 

pr
oj

ec
ts.

 T
he

se
 

pr
oj

ec
ts

 g
en

er
al

ly
 o

rig
in

at
e 

w
ith

 p
ar

tn
er

s. 
M

on
ta

na
 T

ro
ut

 se
ek

s t
o 

co
or

di
na

te
 a

nd
 e

na
bl

e, 
ra

th
er

 th
an

 d
es

ig
n 

an
d 

im
pl

em
en

t, 
ou

r p
ro

je
ct

s 
an

d 
pr

og
ra

m
s. 

C
ur

re
nt

 p
ro

gr
am

s a
nd

 a
ct

iv
iti

es
 in

cl
ud

e 
re

st
or

at
io

n 
w

or
k 

w
ith

 th
e 

U.
S.

 F
or

es
t S

er
vi

ce
, B

LM
, C

ity
 o

f 
M

iss
ou

la
 a

nd
 M

on
ta

na
 

Fi
sh

, W
ild

lif
e 

an
d 

Pa
rk

s o
n 

W
es

ts
lo

pe
 c

ut
th

ro
at

 tr
ou

t a
nd

 b
ul

l t
ro

ut
 

sp
aw

ni
ng

 a
nd

 re
ar

in
g 

ha
bi

ta
t i

n 
Be

lm
on

t a
nd

 C
ha

m
be

rla
in

 C
re

ek
s, 

bo
th

 
tri

bu
ta

rie
s o

f 
th

e 
Bl

ac
kf

oo
t R

iv
er

 in
 w

es
te

rn
 M

on
ta

na
. M

on
ta

na
 T

ro
ut

 
is 

al
so

 w
or

ki
ng

 to
 re

st
or

e 
na

tu
ra

l a
nd

 p
ro

du
ct

iv
e 

ha
bi

ta
t c

on
di

tio
ns

 to
 

pa
rt

s a
nd

 P
at

te
e 

C
re

ek
 in

 M
iss

ou
la

, M
on

ta
na

 a
nd

 to
 L

ol
o 

C
re

ek
 so

ut
h 

of
 M

iss
ou

la
.

Jo
hn

 Z
el

az
ny

 
(4

06
) 5

42
-7

44
5

Tr
ou

t C
on

se
rv

an
cy

 o
f 

M
on

ta
na

m
t@

m
on

ta
na

tro
ut

.o
rg

w
w

w.
m

on
ta

na
tro

ut
.o

rg

Tr
ou

t U
nl

im
ite

d
M

on
ta

na
 T

ro
ut

 U
nl

im
ite

d’
s m

iss
io

n 
is 

to
 c

on
se

rv
e, 

pr
ot

ec
t, 

an
d 

re
st

or
e 

M
on

ta
na

’s 
w

or
ld

-c
la

ss
 c

ol
dw

at
er

 fi
sh

er
ie

s a
nd

 th
ei

r w
at

er
sh

ed
s.

Tr
ou

t U
nl

im
ite

d 
is 

in
te

re
st

ed
 in

 h
el

pi
ng

 to
 in

vo
lv

e 
a 

br
oa

de
r a

rr
ay

 o
f 

in
te

re
st

s i
n 

su
pp

or
t o

f 
th

e 
St

at
e 

W
ild

lif
e 

G
ra

nt
 P

ro
gr

am
. T

hr
ou

gh
 it

s 
su

pp
or

t f
or

 T
ea

m
in

g 
W

ith
 W

ild
lif

e, 
it 

ad
vo

ca
te

s f
or

 a
nd

 h
el

ps
 to

 b
ui

ld
 

su
pp

or
t. 

Th
ro

ug
h 

its
 lo

ca
l a

ffi
lia

te
s, 

it 
ca

n 
he

lp
 p

ro
vi

de
 g

ra
ss

 ro
ot

s 
su

pp
or

t a
nd

 e
nl

ist
 a

 c
ad

re
 o

f 
vo

lu
nt

ee
rs

 to
 a

ss
ist

 w
ith

 lo
ca

l, 
on

-th
e-

gr
ou

nd
 p

ro
je

ct
s. 

Vo
lu

nt
ee

rs
 w

ho
 p

ar
tic

ip
at

e 
in

 p
ro

je
ct

s a
re

 v
es

te
d 

in
 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n.

M
ic

ha
el

 G
ib

so
n 

(4
06

) 5
43

-0
05

4
Tr

ou
t U

nl
im

ite
d

m
ic

ha
el

@
m

on
ta

na
tu

.o
rg

w
w

w.
m

on
ta

na
tu

.o
rg

Tr
ou

t U
nl

im
ite

d 
- W

es
te

rn
 

W
at

er
 P

ro
je

ct
TU

 is
 sh

ift
in

g 
its

 fo
cu

s, 
ge

ne
ra

lly
, t

o 
pu

tti
ng

 m
or

e 
em

ph
as

is 
on

 n
at

iv
e 

sa
lm

on
id

s. 
It

s W
or

k 
in

 th
e 

Bi
g 

H
ol

e 
is 

dr
iv

en
 b

y 
a 

co
nc

er
n 

fo
r t

he
 

ar
ct

ic
 g

ra
yl

in
g. 

TU
 h

as
 b

ee
n 

in
vo

lv
ed

 in
 th

e 
w

at
er

sh
ed

 g
ro

up
 a

nd
 

pa
rt

ic
ip

at
ed

 in
 th

e 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t o
f 

th
e 

on
 th

e 
dr

ou
gh

t r
es

po
ns

e.

TU
 c

ur
re

nt
ly

 is
 w

or
ki

ng
 c

oo
pe

ra
tiv

el
y 

w
ith

 F
W

P 
to

 in
co

rp
or

at
e 

w
at

er
 

rig
ht

s i
ss

ue
s i

n 
th

e 
C

an
di

da
te

 C
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
A

gr
ee

m
en

ts
 A

ss
ur

an
ce

s 

St
an

 B
ra

ds
ha

w
 

(4
06

) 4
49

-9
92

2
Tr

ou
t U

nl
im

ite
d



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  119

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

th
at

 a
re

 b
ei

ng
 u

se
d 

in
 th

e 
Bi

g 
H

ol
e 

dr
ai

na
ge

. I
t i

s i
m

po
rt

an
t t

ha
t a

ll 
of

 
th

e 
w

at
er

 ri
gh

ts
 is

su
es

 b
e 

ad
dr

es
se

d 
in

 a
 lo

ng
-te

rm
, s

tra
te

gi
c 

pe
rs

pe
ct

iv
e 

an
d 

ba
la

nc
e 

sh
or

t-t
er

m
 o

pp
or

tu
ni

tie
s w

ith
 lo

ng
-te

rm
 n

ee
ds

. I
t a

lso
 is

 
cr

iti
ca

l t
o 

in
te

gr
at

e 
w

at
er

 ri
gh

ts
 a

nd
 re

st
or

at
io

n.

w
w

w.
tu

.o
rg

/s
ite

/
c.k

kL
RJ

7M
SK

tH
/

b.
30

22
90

5/
k.

95
21

/
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n.

ht
m

T
ur

ne
r E

nd
an

ge
re

d 
Sp

ec
ie

s 
Fu

nd
T

he
 T

ur
ne

r E
nd

an
ge

re
d 

Sp
ec

ie
s F

un
d 

is 
de

di
ca

te
d 

to
 c

on
se

rv
in

g 
bi

od
iv

er
sit

y 
by

 e
ns

ur
in

g 
th

e 
pe

rs
ist

en
ce

 o
f 

im
pe

ril
ed

 sp
ec

ie
s a

nd
 

th
ei

r h
ab

ita
ts.

 T
E

SF
’s 

ef
fo

rt
s f

oc
us

 o
n 

ca
rn

iv
or

es
, g

ra
ss

la
nd

s, 
pl

an
t-

po
lli

na
to

r c
om

pl
ex

es
, s

pe
ci

es
 th

at
 h

ist
or

ic
al

ly
 ra

ng
ed

 o
nt

o 
pr

op
er

tie
s 

ow
ne

d 
by

 R
. E

. T
ur

ne
r, 

an
d 

di
ss

em
in

at
io

n 
of

 re
lia

bl
e 

sc
ie

nt
ifi

c 
an

d 
po

lic
y 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

on
 b

io
di

ve
rs

ity
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
n.

TE
SF

 is
 w

or
ki

ng
 in

 p
ar

tn
er

sh
ip

 w
ith

 F
W

P 
an

d 
U

SF
S 

to
 re

st
or

e 
w

es
t 

slo
pe

 c
ut

th
ro

at
 tr

ou
t o

n 
th

e 
Fl

yi
ng

 D
 R

an
ch

. T
E

SF
 e

m
pl

oy
s a

 b
io

lo
gi

st
 

w
ho

 w
or

ks
 w

ith
 F

W
P 

an
d 

U
SF

W
S 

to
 p

ro
m

ot
e 

w
ol

f 
co

ns
er

va
tio

n.

Tu
rn

er
 p

ro
pe

rt
ie

s a
re

 m
an

ag
ed

 to
 p

ro
m

ot
e 

bi
od

iv
er

sit
y, 

as
 a

n 
ex

er
ci

se
 

in
 re

sp
on

sib
le

 la
nd

 st
ew

ar
ds

hi
p.

TE
SF

 is
 a

 so
ur

ce
 o

f 
go

od
 in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
re

ga
rd

in
g 

th
e 

sc
ie

nc
e 

of
 

re
st

or
at

io
n.

 T
E

SF
 d

oe
s n

ot
 fo

cu
s o

n 
ed

uc
at

io
n 

bu
t i

s a
 c

re
di

bl
e 

so
ur

ce
 

of
 in

fo
rm

at
io

n,
 m

uc
h 

of
 it

 a
va

ila
bl

e 
as

 p
ee

r r
ev

ie
w

ed
 p

ub
lic

at
io

ns
.

M
ik

e 
Ph

ill
ip

s 
(4

06
) 5

56
-8

50
0

Tu
rn

er
 E

nd
an

ge
re

d 
Sp

ec
ie

s 
Fu

nd
te

sf
@

m
on

@
m

on
ta

na
.n

et

w
w

w.
te

sf
.o

rg
/t

ur
ne

r/
te

sf
/

W
al

le
ye

s 
Fo

re
ve

r 
W

al
le

ye
s F

or
ev

er
 is

 a
 n

on
-p

ro
fit

 o
rg

an
iz

at
io

n 
de

di
ca

te
d 

to
 p

ro
m

ot
in

g 
w

al
le

ye
 fi

sh
in

g,
 w

al
le

ye
 c

on
se

rv
at

io
n,

 fa
m

ily
 re

cr
ea

tio
n 

an
d 

ha
nd

s-
on

, 
gr

as
sr

oo
ts

 e
ff

or
ts

 to
 im

pr
ov

e 
th

e 
w

ar
m

 w
at

er
 fi

sh
er

ie
s o

f 
M

on
ta

na
. 

A
lth

ou
gh

 “
w

al
le

ye
” 

is 
in

 th
ei

r n
am

e, 
th

e 
or

ga
ni

za
tio

n 
is 

de
di

ca
te

d 
to

 
fis

h 
of

 a
ll 

sp
ec

ie
s. 

T
he

y 
st

riv
e 

to
 w

or
k 

w
ith

 o
th

er
 g

ro
up

s a
nd

 F
W

P 
fo

r 
th

e 
be

tte
rm

en
t o

f 
fis

h 
an

d 
w

ild
lif

e 
fo

r t
he

 fu
tu

re
 o

f 
M

on
ta

na
. R

ec
en

t 
pr

oj
ec

ts
 h

av
e 

in
cl

ud
ed

 sp
on

so
rin

g 
ki

ds
 fi

sh
in

g 
pr

og
ra

m
s, 

lit
te

r c
on

tro
l, 

an
d 

as
sis

ta
nc

e 
to

 F
W

P 
in

 p
ur

ch
as

in
g 

eq
ui

pm
en

t f
or

 th
e 

na
tiv

e 
fis

h 
st

ud
y 

in
 th

e 
Ye

llo
w

st
on

e 
Ri

ve
r. 

N
at

ha
n 

M
cC

le
nn

in
g 

(4
06

) 3
71

-5
16

5
W

al
le

ye
s F

or
ev

er
nm

cc
le

nn
in

g@
m

sn
.c

om

w
w

w.
w

al
le

ye
sf

or
ev

er
.c

om



120  |  A Situation Assessment

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

W
al

le
ye

s 
U

nl
im

ite
d 

of
 

M
on

ta
na

Bo
b 

G
ilb

er
t

W
al

le
ye

s U
nl

im
ite

d
el

kb
ug

@
ho

tm
ai

l.c
om

w
w

w.
m

on
ta

na
w

al
le

ye
su

nl
im

ite
d.

co
m

/i
nd

ex
.h

tm

W
es

te
rn

 E
nv

iro
nm

en
ta

l 
Tr

ad
e 

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

T
he

 m
iss

io
n 

of
 W

es
te

rn
 E

nv
iro

nm
en

ta
l T

ra
de

 A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n 

(W
E

TA
) i

s 
to

 e
st

ab
lis

h 
an

d 
m

ai
nt

ai
n 

co
al

iti
on

s t
o 

pr
om

ot
e 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n-

m
in

de
d 

ec
on

om
ic

 d
ev

el
op

m
en

t i
n 

M
on

ta
na

.

D
on

 A
lle

n 
(4

06
) 4

43
-5

54
1

W
es

te
rn

 E
nv

iro
nm

en
ta

l 
Tr

ad
e 

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n

w
et

a@
w

et
a-

m
on

ta
na

.o
rg

ht
tp

:/
/w

et
a-

m
on

ta
na

.o
rg

/

W
or

ld
 W

ild
lif

e 
Fu

nd
T

he
 W

or
ld

 W
ild

lif
e 

Fu
nd

 is
 w

or
ki

ng
 w

ith
 lo

ca
l, 

re
gi

on
al

 a
nd

 n
at

io
na

l 
pa

rt
ne

rs
 to

 p
re

se
rv

e 
na

tiv
e 

pr
ai

rie
 a

nd
 to

 fo
st

er
 b

io
di

ve
rs

ity
. O

ne
 

ke
y 

go
al

 is
 to

 e
xp

an
d 

th
e 

nu
m

be
r a

nd
 e

xt
en

t o
f 

co
ns

er
va

tio
n 

ar
ea

s, 
fr

om
 1

.5
 p

er
ce

nt
 to

 1
0 

pe
rc

en
t o

f 
th

e 
re

gi
on

, w
ith

 la
rg

e, 
in

ta
ct

 a
re

as
 

of
 n

at
iv

e 
ha

bi
ta

t. 
W

e 
w

ill
 a

lso
 e

nd
ea

vo
r t

o 
pr

om
ot

e 
su

st
ai

na
bl

e 
fa

rm
in

g 
an

d 
ra

nc
hi

ng
 p

ra
ct

ic
es

 th
at

 a
re

 c
om

pa
tib

le
 w

ith
 th

e 
na

tu
ra

l 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t.

W
W

F 
ha

s c
om

pl
et

ed
 a

n 
ec

o-
re

gi
on

al
 a

ss
es

sm
en

t o
f 

th
e 

no
rt

he
rn

 G
re

at
 

Pl
ai

ns
 a

nd
 id

en
tifi

ed
 1

0 
ar

ea
s o

f 
m

ix
ed

 g
ra

ss
la

nd
s a

s p
rio

rit
y 

ar
ea

s 
fo

r c
on

se
rv

at
io

n 
– 

ba
se

d 
on

 se
ns

iti
ve

 p
ra

iri
e 

sp
ec

ie
s a

nd
 th

e 
ha

bi
ta

ts
 

to
 su

pp
or

t t
he

m
. E

ac
h 

pr
io

rit
y 

ar
ea

 h
as

 h
ig

h 
bi

o-
di

ve
rs

ity
 a

nd
 g

oo
d 

po
te

nt
ia

l f
or

 re
st

or
at

io
n 

of
 2

 to
 5

 m
ill

io
n 

ac
re

s o
f 

pr
ai

rie
 h

ab
ita

t. 
In

 M
on

ta
na

, t
he

se
 a

re
as

 in
cl

ud
e 

th
e 

ar
ea

 in
 so

ut
h 

Ph
ill

ip
s C

ou
nt

y 
ad

dr
es

se
d 

by
 th

e 
A

m
er

ic
an

 P
ra

iri
e 

Fo
un

da
tio

n;
 th

e 
Tr

an
sb

ou
nd

ar
y 

ar
ea

 
(B

itt
er

 C
re

ek
/F

re
nc

hm
an

 C
re

ek
) o

n 
th

e 
C

an
ad

a-
M

on
ta

na
 b

or
de

r; 

St
ev

e 
Fo

rr
es

t 
(4

06
) 5

82
-7

57
1

sc
fo

rr
es

t@
ea

rt
hl

in
k.

ne
t

w
w

w.
w

or
ld

w
ild

lif
e.o

rg
/

w
ild

pl
ac

es
/n

gp
/i

nd
ex

.c
fm



Coordinated Habitat Conservation & Restoration in Montana  |  121

 
A

G
EN

C
y

/P
RO

G
RA

M
 

PR
O

G
RA

M
 D

ES
C

RI
PT

IO
N

 
C

O
N

TA
C

T
 IN

FO
RM

AT
IO

N

th
e 

“B
ig

 O
pe

n”
; t

he
 T

er
ry

 B
ad

la
nd

s; 
an

 a
re

a 
in

 n
or

th
w

es
te

rn
 S

ou
th

 
D

ak
ot

a, 
w

ith
 so

m
e 

ad
ja

ce
nt

 la
nd

 in
 M

on
ta

na
; a

nd
, t

he
 T

on
gu

e 
Ri

ve
r 

dr
ai

na
ge

. W
W

F 
is 

in
vo

lv
ed

 in
 p

ra
iri

e 
st

re
am

 re
st

or
at

io
n,

 w
ith

 a
n 

em
ph

as
is 

on
 re

st
or

in
g 

th
e 

ec
ol

og
ic

al
 fu

nc
tio

na
lit

y 
of

 p
ra

iri
e 

st
re

am
s 

an
d 

re
m

ov
al

 o
f 

fis
h 

pa
ss

ag
e 

ba
rr

ie
rs

 in
 p

ra
iri

e 
st

re
am

s. 
W

W
F 

al
so

 is
 

in
vo

lv
ed

 in
 a

 sa
ge

 g
ro

us
e 

pr
oj

ec
t i

n 
Va

lle
y 

C
ou

nt
y.

In
 th

e 
ar

ea
s w

he
re

 W
W

F 
is 

w
or

ki
ng

, t
he

 o
rg

an
iz

at
io

n 
ca

n 
pr

ov
id

e 
te

ch
ni

ca
l e

xp
er

tis
e;

 a
ss

ist
an

ce
 w

ith
 re

st
or

at
io

n 
w

or
k;

 fu
nd

 ra
isi

ng
; a

nd
, 

ad
vo

ca
cy

.

W
W

F 
re

ce
nt

ly
 e

st
ab

lis
he

d 
a 

po
sit

io
n 

to
 w

or
k 

on
 c

lim
at

e 
ch

an
ge

.



122  |  A Situation Assessment

APPENDIX D. 

EvALUATING THE SITUATION; PLANNING FOR THE FUTURE

COORDINATING HABITAT CONSERvATION AND RESTORATION IN 
MONTANA.

WORKSHOP SUMMARy

OBJECTIvES

1. Review and provide collective feedback on the Situation Assessment. 

2. Define and explore “gaps” as evidenced by the Situation assessment.

3. Provide topical input on “next steps”.

COMPLETED AGENDA ITEMS

Feedback on the Situation Assessment:

Completeness

• Overall – the Assessment is good.

• There are no glaring holes in the Assessment – just a bit fuzzy in places.

• This is a good handle on where we need to go – it’s on the right page.

•  What is the State’s overall conservation goal? What are the outputs that the public desires? If  
we are talking about a change to an ecological approach, what are the resource outputs that 
will come from this? What are the metrics? A landscape approach is a strong selling point 
and should be emphasized.

•  There should be measurability and reporting for a host of  benefits from landscape-scale 
conservation and that is missing from the document.

•  The project is so big it is hard to know if  it is complete – but this is surely a good start. The 
Assessment, like the Strategy, does not reflect all the detail that will be necessary to achieve 
the goals and objectives.

•  The Assessment does a good job in identifying trends and what we need to consider to make 
this happen. It outlines components to implement the Strategy.

•  The Assessment is not complete because it does not have enough detail. It’s a good overview 
but needs more specific priorities. Priorities need to be set regionally.

•  Identification of  problems should be part of  the Assessment because we are not sure what 
they are. Problems should be defined by science and there needs to be local agreement.

•  The Assessment touches on all issues but needs emphasis on certain areas – need effective 
communication; need to highlight certain points in the Assessment and then fill in as we go. 
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The document is passive – develop action items. We should focus on landscape management 
overall – not just certain species.

•  There should be stronger focus on habitat conservation and restoration and a broader 
perspective to include hunters/anglers and their influence on species and wildlife 
management. Hunters and anglers are not mentioned in the document in terms of  
management of  habitat/wildlife and people.

•  There should be further discussion on the challenge of  aligning federal and state agencies 
and plans. How will decisions be made on tradeoffs that benefit species versus users? Who 
decides what’s equitable? We need better engagement of  federal land management agencies.

•  How do we get people together to develop broad goals? Where is the network? We need to 
recognize the structures that are out there – Conservation Districts, etc. How can we engage 
better with the existing structures? Develop a menu with examples. The Assessment should 
discuss replicating models like the Blackfoot Challenge.

•  There’s not clarity on the challenge is and how limited a timeframe. There should be 
discussion on what will happen if  we don’t work on this and fairly quickly.

• How do we engage/work with non-traditional partners?

•  “Tribal” is not mentioned much. We need to get all Tribes on Board (some didn’t think 
they received an invitation). There should be more discussion related to Tribal lands and 
importance of  Tribal participation – they manage 8 million acres. Tribal perspectives should 
be more thoroughly incorporated.

•  Montana values need better articulation. Lifestyle that we want to maintain needs to be 
broadened and clarified. Are values clearly stated? At the same time, explain that some land 
use “do’s” conflict with traditional values. There is a need to emphasize sustaining the rural 
lifestyle and a huge component of  that is access. There should be more discussion about the 
agricultural base and a viable economy in Montana.

• The Assessment needs to show Montana’s relevancy to regional landscapes

• There should be integration of  private and business interests in conservation goals.

•  Question – What are the criteria by which we judge situations? What are the local 
government issues? Watershed groups need to address vision regarding the landscape – they 
bring a different perspective. 

•  There should be a mechanism for prioritization between watersheds – how to include 
interrelationship and coordinate. Questions – Would a local watershed group have capacity 
to expand its focus to address multiple issues?

• There cannot be state prioritization and funding without local discussion.

• How are NGO’s addressed at other than the local watershed group level?

• The discussion needs to include invasive species – plants, fish and animals.

•  All resource values in Northwestern Montana are not recognized in the State Wildlife Plan 
(Rivers) impacts. There is a need to recognize support and commitment to international 
migratory bird conservation. There were bird experts included in development of  the 
Strategy – but some of  the information didn’t get included. The document is not science-
based with respect to birds.
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•  There should be discussion of  wetlands – depletion of  wetlands is leading to fragmentation 
of  habitat; wetlands from agricultural lands are being subdivided.

•  Acknowledge the hundreds of  lawsuits by environmental groups on more conservation 
efforts ahead.

•  The federal lands partners’ role is not recognized or emphasized but rather puts the majority 
of  the burden on private landowners.

•  We need greater focus on urban planning. We need to address conflicts between wildlife and 
humans in the urban/wildlands interface.

•  There should be a better assessment of  the full picture. Why should landowners care and 
how does it help them? Recognize the differences in areas – landowner driven where there is 
overlap. There should be more explanation on local direction – not just involvement. What 
are the avenues for sharing information about benefits – how can we show benefits on the 
ground? Locals probably won’t be motivated to move ahead unless they see the benefits 
– not just the problem.

•  There should be more emphasis on communication of  the collective message in a manner 
that all parties can relate to.

•  How are we going to fund this? There are not enough resources to get the job done – spread 
around to address the overall goals/objectives in a fair and equitable way. We have an 
opportunity to expand dollars available so we can carry out the Strategy by working together.

•  There should be definitions of  words like “sustainability”, “working landscape”, 
“conservation”, etc. – consider a glossary.

•  Multiple interests need to be addressed so it’s a win-win situation. By working together, 
we can build capacity and that needs more emphasis. Did the Assessment really cover all 
partnerships? Could a document like this cover them all? Partnerships have been going 
on for a long time through many different iterations. There is a good, strong emphasis 
on partnership. Have we included non-resident landowners? We need to account for the 
changing personality of  the new rural Montanan.

•  The Assessment does not include a list of  who was interviewed. Were Conservation Districts 
interviewed for the Assessment? The size of  the group here today may indicate that many 
have not had a chance to provide input. The interview process was not focused enough 
– What are we trying to do?

•  We need to figure out a way to do monitoring effectively. The Assessment does not address 
adaptive management – compare what is going on and see what’s working – so they we can 
adapt if  appropriate.

•  We have an opportunity to do some habitat enhancement work on private lands and we can 
demonstrate that wildlife habitat protection and agriculture can work together. We have an 
opportunity to integrate wildlife values across both public and private lands. There should be 
more discussion about this in the Assessment.

•  The Assessment doesn’t address potential impacts of  climate change on land use and 
conservation – we need to incorporate potential impacts into conservation planning (e.g., 
will wetlands be there?). We need to seriously discuss potential impacts of  climate change.

•  The Assessment should include discussion about policy to support incentives rather than 
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just presenting complexities. Discussion of  energy development should include the conflict 
with habitat requirements.

•  Integrate tools like inundation models, channel migration, and zones, etc., into the planning 
process.

• The Assessment should include discussion about access and conservation.

• There should be discussion about water rights and Irrigation Districts.

• How do we reach out to the general population in all areas?

•  The Assessment doesn’t mention the need for fee requirements as a result of  impacts – need 
to have some compensation for habitat loss or fragmentation.

Accuracy

• It generally looks thorough and accurate.

•  The key word is “shared”. Actually, FWP might be part of  the problem – a bottleneck. They 
want to accomplish this but don’t take local input under serious consideration.

• “State” as a group partnership should be “statewide”.

• Find the right people and leaders – a “council of  elders”.

• “Emerging” should be replaced with already emerging or has emerged language.

•  The private sector is not just landowners – it needs to include corporate interests and Tribal 
lands.

• Single species may still be a focus or target/indicator.

•  “Agency leadership” from behind is not accurate; state agencies have regulatory 
responsibilities that require leadership from the front. But collaboration is necessary. 
Agencies vary in their culture to collaborate.

• Strategy is done – but will there still be discussion about the strategy?

• The Assessment is accurate enough to get the ball rolling.

• Agriculture interests and concerns are somewhat “watered down” or under-represented.

•  Landowners must be involved in decisions on conservation easements to capture “local 
knowledge” on the value of  habitats.

•  The Assessment needs to reflect a respect for private landowners’ rights and emphasize 
incentives and benefits to their operations.

• Eco-tourism is a double-edged sword.

“Real World” Usefulness

• How will we move forward – make it real-world? How will implementing happen?

•  General habitat information is not specific enough to provide assistance to real-world 
situations.

•  There are significant differences between the culture of  Eastern and Western Montana. How 
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do we have a statewide program when we essentially are “3 different states” in one? We need 
local programs developed and adopted according to local culture. How do we get past the 
social conflict?

•  How do we deal with economic value versus ecological value in the real world? What is the 
appropriate balance? 

•  How do we prioritize in the real world? What benefits one species and what happens if  that 
is at the cost of  another species? How do we balance these from an ecosystem approach?

•  FWP needs to ask more for partnerships – we need to be asking and get better organized 
about projects. 

•  Funding levels are inadequate to fund the CFWCS. Funding is matched to issues/species 
rather than more desirable “holistic”. The biggest limiting factor is not having resources to 
accomplish all the priorities and species addressed in the Plan. Bringing everyone together 
to combine resources ability may be difficult because of  turf  and jurisdictional issues. 
“Partnerships cannot be found and we all have to change together.” Leverage cost-share 
funding arrangements.

•  Change is coming fast in the real world and we don’t have time to delay in implementation.

• How do we take advantage of  existing information to plan and make decisions?

•  Implementation is like a ballgame – we have all the players, a couple of  referees but 
everybody’s got a whistle.

•  The Legislature has not empowered local government in terms of  subdivision rules, flood 
plain development, etc. Legislative support with policy is critical.

•  State Legislators and County Commissioners are missing from the process – to address 
growth. It’s important to bring County and municipal governments along – they are partners 
we need to engage. How can we make the Strategy relevant to some local partners (i.e., a 
County is most interested in economic value).

•  The “Partnerships needed” section does not include all appropriate state and federal agencies 
(e.g., MDT, Tribal governments) in terms of  collaboration.

•  Under priorities – Landscape objectives: Where can we achieve those objectives (e.g., Big 
Hole versus Paradise)? 

•  How does the document address the issue of  realtors/developers? Big money is taking over 
the ability of  locals to continue to “live the life”.

•  The Plan and Assessment can’t move ahead because “on the ground” there is a block at the 
federal level - Lawsuits that obstruct the ability for “on the ground” efforts to be successful.

•  If  local partnership groups are going to help implement the strategy, they need to have a 
say in what the strategy is – they need to be part of  developing the strategy. Locally based 
partnerships – not top down – are the key. Capacity to support local leadership is critical.

• Avoid jargon and put things in terms you can understand.

•  There is a big issue regarding energy development that may have more clout, funding and 
ability to impact habitats. Politics and money may jeopardize the CFWCS. 

•  The Assessment is very broad and general – we don’t know if  it will be real world useful 
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for that reason. The Assessment doesn’t speak enough to revision and the need to get more 
accurate information included.

•  How is the vision going to happen? Is the vision specific enough for the real world?

•  We are concerned about FWP’s ability to implement non-game portions. There is also a 
concern about losing attention to species by looking at a more general habitat level.

• It would be more helpful to discuss usefulness of  the Strategy itself.

• A helpful sign is that landowners are leading the way in some areas.

• Science-based information is critical in the real world.

• How does sustainability play into this?

•  Fish and wildlife serve as surrogates for other values – rural way of  life; economics; 
subdivision, etc. There is a risk of  partnership - need to flesh out what partnership means.

• Implementation seems fuzzy. We need improved communication.

• What is “conservation land management” and what does it mean to people in the real world?

•  How do we bring various partners to the table to do something new? FWP should be a 
leader in the effort by bringing people together. We need to find new ways to develop “buy-
in” to the process.

• Success builds on success – tap on those relationships that are working.

• Highlight those models that really work – some don’t.

• How do we bring people who are not engaged in conservation to the table?

•  How do we explain/bring real, direct benefits to people? Explore how to facilitate on-the-
ground improvements as opposed to more process.

•  Usefulness depends on recommendations – how will recommendations be used? It needs to 
be compelling.

•  Address marketing, target a variety of  audiences, and expand discussion of  incentives and 
benefits. Further discuss the value of  education and integration of  local landowners and 
state and federal agencies – outreach is the key.

• Who is the leader?

• The CFWCS can and should be part of  growth plans.

•  Can the Comprehensive Strategy serve as an umbrella for local groups to springboard from? 
One size does not fit all – need to consider differences to be “real-world”.

•  More management is required of  game animals regarding interference with agriculture. What 
will landowner incentives be?

• Is the document a springboard for implementation by identified personnel positions?

•  How are we going to make it work – access is key. Conservation without access is not going 
to work.

• The Assessment needs to make sense to “Joe Montana”.
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Feedback on Potential Actions to Implement a Coordinated 
Delivery Mechanism for the Habitat Components of Montana’s 
Comprehensive Fish & Wildlife Conservation Strategy 
(MCFWCS)

1. Conservation Leadership

Objectives

•  Introduce “conservation” into all dialogues/processes/education among Agencies, NGO’s, 
etc.

• Redefine/define “conservation leader” and communicate it.

• Encourage communities to be conservation leaders.

• Actively cultivate conservation leadership at all levels through all processes.

Important Principles

• We believe that conservation leadership occurs at all levels in all places at all scales and that it 
doesn’t have to be hierarchal. We can all be leaders and start by leading by example.

• We recognize that leadership is often issue-driven.

• We believe that successful leadership needs to encompass and respect all perspectives.

• We believe that leadership expands capacity, builds connections, and breaks down barriers.

•  We believe that active leadership can result in integration of  conservation into land use 
planning.

Who should be involved and how should leadership occur?

• All levels, all organizations, communities, etc

Suggested Actions

•  Through an integrated effort, identify and implement strategies that encourage leadership at 
all levels through inclusion, not exclusion.

•  Nurture new leaders in State and federal agencies, NGO’s, and other sectors including 
tourism, County Commissioners and City leaders, those involved in economic development, 
youth, etc.

• Consider a conservation “champion” or steering committee at the State level:

- Develop and conduct a “conservation” campaign involving lots of  partners.

- Empower organization leaders by sharing information and strategies.

- Develop and advance policy and incentive-based programs.

• Find ways to actively promote the link between conservation and economic development.

• Use the media and other communication tools to “share your story”.
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•  Use the principles in the Comprehensive Fish & Wildlife Conservation Strategy as an 
information and education tool; as education; and as a guide to expand the Strategy’s value 
and credibility.

2. Coordination and Conservation Partners
Objectives

•  Define “success” – Determine how to identify conservation groups and other interests to 
help them understand the CFWCS and get them to work together to meet the objectives of  
the Strategy..

•  Identify all stakeholders especially at the grassroots and landowner level and determine their 
interests, needs and wants.

• Encompass and expand existing groups.

•  Increase awareness of  the CFWCS to all levels of  agencies, NGO’s, stakeholders, and the 
general public and publicize the benefits.

• Identify spokesmen/decision makers/local leaders.

Important Principles

• We believe that to be successful, we must be inclusive, not exclusive.

• We relate and record successes in context of  the CFWCS.

• We use good communicators to spread the word.

•  We believe in sharing information among all groups to find how they could most successfully 
fit into and contribute to the Strategy.

• We recognize and use expertise and experience that’s available.

Who should be involved and how should leadership occur?

• Everybody

• Different levels within agencies; agencies at local, state, federal levels and Tribes

•  Conservation groups, general public, landowners, multiple generations, especially youth, 
government leaders at all levels

Suggested Actions

•  Hold forums (like this one) at specific times and locations for regional issues to 
communicate and plan objectives and actions for 5, 50 and 100 years.

• Establish a state-level conservation coordination group.

• Implement strategies that get the “grassroots” involved – “what’s in it for me?”

•  Facilitate regional coordination to get SWCD and Watershed groups together – two way 
communication to inform and get input.

• Keep moving forward on communication, funding and partnerships – don’t wait. 

• Harvest the “low-hanging fruit” first so we can get demonstrable success quickly.
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3. Support for Local Conservation Initiatives

Objectives

• Identify and achieve tangible benefits and establish an issue to rally around.

• Facilitate a “grassroots” effort by creating a climate of  inclusiveness.

• Build and achieve a level of  trust to overcome negative relationships.

Important Principles

• We believe in the value of  small successes based on a collective vision.

• We believe in restoration of  an ecological area – not just wildlife.

•  We believe that passionate leadership is necessary for success and we have passion, patience 
and persistence.

Who should be involved and how should leadership occur?

• Residents and willing volunteers with long-term commitment/continuity

• Agencies (not leadership) and NGO’s with a role in the particular watershed.

• Local people most impacted

•  People who can broker agreements among all participants because they are respected by the 
local community

Suggested Actions

• Vote in politicians who understand the issue and support conservation.

• Do active public outreach.

• Develop partnerships with similar groups and establish relationships.

• Find funding/grants to start with something everyone agrees on (e.g., weeds).

• Identify and establish infrastructure (staff, volunteers, offices, contacts, etc.).

• Provide a webpage of  grant/funding resources and opportunities.

• Use ground rules and convene stakeholders to create common vision and focus.

• Consider a disinterested facilitator.

• Identify clear vision, goals and benefits and start with doable projects.

• Establish timelines to achieve results and clear measures of  success.

• Identify, define, and address problems and issues to build relationships.

• Provide clear incentives for landowners.

• Determine what would go wrong with no action and create a bias for action.

• Promote/celebrate successes.

• Eliminate the fear of  dictating from above (ESA, etc.).
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4. Outreach and Communication

Objectives

• Explain the MCFWCS in lay terms.

• Determine our message:

- It needs to engage Montanans.

- It has to go beyond the choir.

- It should be positive rather than a threat (i.e., may prevent listing, etc.)

- Don’t put different interests on the defensive (e.g., energy development).

- Get the right people to participate.

- Focus on areas of  agreement.

-  It needs people who work on the land to see how to plan and achieve their goals 
alongside fish and wildlife goals.

Important Principles

• We honor private property rights.

•  We believe in maintaining and fostering the importance of  working landscapes and 
communities.

•  We recognize the importance and value of  maintaining fish and wildlife populations in 
Montana.

• We include stakeholders in development of  outreach efforts early in the process.

Who should be involved and how should leadership occur?

•  Local spokespeople (i.e., identified stakeholders, community leaders, industry, etc.; federal 
and State agencies and NGO’s should participate.)

• Spokespeople from other partnerships that work – use established networks

• Reluctant landowners (“ox is gored”) – find who they listen to…

Suggested Actions

•  With leadership from FW&P, develop a package and us it to facilitate networks through 
established groups (i.e., watershed groups; Conservation Districts; RAC’s; collaborative 
working groups on other issues; planners, etc.). Create an “outreach team” and provide 
technical support.

•  Develop/advertise/communicate incentive-based programs that include money and/or 
other benefits of  participating in the CFWCS.

•  Using NRIS, create a (or use an existing) neutral data warehouse where people can get 
information in a non-threatening but informing way.

• Seek the endorsement of  the Governor and publicize it.
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•  Do media outreach focusing on specific projects and joint partnerships in different 
geographic areas in Montana.

•  Involve education at all levels (Kindergarten through University) – Institute for Rural 
Landscapes; curriculum at various levels; outside funding for specific projects.

5. Sustainable and Predictable Funding Base

Objectives

• Identify existing funding sources.

• Establish clear goals and anticipated accomplishments.

• Identify plan components and find matching funding sources.

• Prepare and manage a budget.

• Work to get one million dollars from the Montana general fund next biennium.

• Look for matching opportunities.

• Look for new funding sources.

Important Principles

• We don’t rely on one source – we use multiple sources.

• We believe that success includes stability – avoiding peaks and valleys.

•  We believe that those who impact the landscape have some responsibility for funding. At the 
same time, we believe in getting funding from those who share the vision.

• We make it easy to get funds to the ground.

• We believe in leveraging funds through partnerships.

•  We believe in cutting costs by reorganizing and not funding harmful strategies or projects 
(e.g., planning Russian Olive trees).

• We avoid subsidies that harm fish and wildlife.

•  We believe that development costs should not be externalized (e.g., wells, septics leaking, 
etc.).

• We use partnerships to maximize entities that can get funds working on the ground.

Who should be involved and how should leadership occur?

• Traditional partners

• Industry leaders; realtors and developers; large corporate landowners

• Private foundations and their trustees

• The Governor’s Office; legislators; local governments; Economic Development 

• FWP; DNRC

• Oil and Gas industry
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• Local taxpayers

• Power companies

• Commercial recreation and non-commercial recreation

• Carbon trading market

• Tribes

• Department of  Defense

• Watershed groups, Conservation Districts and local “grassroots” organizations

• Chambers of  Commerce

• NGO’s; “Teaming with Wildlife”

• Agriculture producer groups

• Any established coalition of  conservation-minded groups

Suggested Actions

• Establish a Montana Heritage Program (Agriculture, Forest and other habitat)

• Promote legislation for land conservation through a dedicated fund.

• Promote open space bonds.

• Promote legislation to enhance Montana’s restoration economy.

• Work with the University system to promote restoration technology ethics.

• Look for private funding sources.

• Allocate lottery money to support conservation in the State.

• Build on current relationships.

• Explore tradable fish and wildlife impact credits.

• Use a Governor’s fish and wildlife funding coordinator.

• Create a coalition of  groups to coordinate funding.

• Explore a conservation tax.

• Expand impact/user fees to cover impacts on fish and wildlife.

• Explore models in other states.

6.  Implementing the Comprehensive Fish & Wildlife Conservation Strategy

Objectives and Important Principles

• Get local people and groups involved in implementation and use local resources.

• Prioritize at the watershed level for species and habitat.

• Gather information as you go and use it to adapt as you learn.
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• Create incentives for local governments to apply their money to achieve goals.

• Maximize the benefit of  money available.

• Help create “implementation capacity” at local levels.

• Find ways to link/integrate the CFWCS with agency or government programs.

• Take a “landscape” approach to embrace a broad range of  interests.

• Recognize the effects of  climate change (e.g., change in Big Hole hydrology and snowmelt).

• Get people excited about implementation with a compelling statement.

• Things should be locally driven and respectful.

• Clarify what “partnership” might mean in a variety of  aspects.

• Consciously seek to identify real benefits to various interests.

Who should be involved and how should leadership occur?

• Everyone…so… Don’t assume anyone doesn’t have a stake.

• Business and developers whose profit is based on “selling” amenity values.

• Err on the inclusive side.

• FWP has leadership responsibility but can’t “drive” it.

• Leadership will vary with size and nature of  the effort.

•  Leadership equals communication, facilitation, support, prioritizing, creating realistic 
expectations, and seeking resources.

Suggested Actions

• Create a larger “buzz’ about the CFWCS.

• Don’t just focus on Western Montana or a few “high profile” species.

• Recognize 3 phases for each project and do each thorougly:

- Brainstorming (scope both the project and PAI’s)

- Implementation

- Assessment and adaptation

• Create a framework for communication among conservation partners.

• Expand the Montana Wetlands Legacy partnership as an example.

• Find ways to support/empower more local groups.

• Engage agricultural interests and use Farm Bill provisions – follow the money!

•  Engage in State and federal land use planning processes (e.g., BLM’s Resource Management 
Plans).

• Document success and look for aspects that can be applied elsewhere.
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7.  Updating the Comprehensive Fish & Wildlife Conservation Strategy

Objectives

• Standardize reporting.

• Assure local involvement.

• Utilize NHP or another interactive web application.

• Use local workgroups as a feedback mechanism for adaptive management.

Important Principles

•  We believe in empowering local groups (i.e., watershed groups, Conservation Districts, etc.) 
to:

- Identify projects

- Implement projects

- Monitor and report findings.

• We believe in local investment and developing “buy-in”.

• We believe in minimizing “bureaucracy” while recognizing and considering everyone’s input.

• We believe in providing equal access to the process.

Who should be involved and how should leadership occur?

• Steering committee

• Local watershed groups

• An “updating steering committee”

• Local groups, communities

• Invested partners

Suggested Actions

• Evaluate implementation strategies.

• Solicit feedback on evaluation findings.

• Map, inventory and record outcomes.

• Facilitate local involvement.

• Assure funding for the monitoring and updating process.

• Set up a broad-based advisory council.

•  Establish a coordinating council and local coordinating committees to review and 
recommend.

• Consider the following:

- An annual review with a 5 year full review leading to adaptive management
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- An implementation plan, an annual work plan, and a results document to reflect 
priorities

- Reference other plans

- Clearly identified gatekeepers relative to this plan (coordinating function)

- Local implementation to “put a face to it”

- A “clearinghouse” concept

- “Keep it simple” method

What Happens Now?

• The facilitator will prepare a summary of  the input received from participants.

• John will use the summary to adjust/edit/complete the Assessment.

•  The final product will be shared by the end of  the year with the participants, those 
interviewed and the general public through a variety of  ways.

Meeting facilitated and summary report prepared by Virginia Tribe


